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ABSTRACT
The primary concern of this study dealt with program
emphasis how the personnel of the Florida Cooperative Extension
Service planned and expended their planned time and adjustments 
that were considered as needed to provide the type of educational 
programs required in the future.
Specific objectives of the study were: (1) To determine
the relationship of program emphasis as indicated in the plan of 
work and actual emphasis of planned expended time as determined from 
activity reports for the total Florida Cooperative Extension program.
(2) To determine the relationship of time planned to be spent in 
various areas to the actual way in which planned time was spent.
(3) To determine what the Florida Cooperative Extension administration 
feels the projected program emphasis should be in five years.
(4) To determine the attitude of Florida Cooperative Extension 
Service personnel in regards to future program emphasis and (5) To 
determine the relationship of attitudes of Florida Cooperative 
Extension Service personnel toward projected program emphasis using 
selected personal and occupational characteristics.
In the first part of the study, planned and expended planned 
time of all personnel was analyzed using the National Elements,
State Program Areas, State Extension Subjects, State Extension 
Purposes and Audience Types.
xv
It was found that there were wide variations between time 
planned to be spent and actual time expended. However, the average 
total variation was only about 8 per cent.
In the agricultural areas, the staff tended to over plan 
while in community development, recreation, youth, entomology, 
ornamentals and others, the staff tended to under plan.
Information on planned and expended planned time was retrieved 
through the State Extension Management Information System which was 
operationalized state-wide July 1, 1969.
The second section of the study dealt with the county planning 
unit. Each unit was rated on the variation between planned and 
expended planned time using the State Program Areas. Selected 
personal characteristics of the County Extension Director, selected 
Extension Subjects and Audience Types relating to planning were 
analyzed to determine if they significantly affected accuracy of 
planning.
Ic was found that there was no significant relationship 
between any of the variables and accuracy of planning.
The implications of this study were that not enough County 
Extension Directors spent enough time in program planning and with 
advisory organizations to affect accuracy of planning. A substantial 
number reported no time spent in these areas.
xv i
It was recommended that some in-depth work with several 
planning units be initiated to determine their planning structure and 
processes in order to learn how to improve program planning.
The final part of the study dealt with attitude toward 
projected program emphasis.
Through the use of a mail questionnaire, the 294 staff 
members expressed their attitude toward projected programs. Attitude 
was determined with a Likert-type scale with respondents indicating 
whether he felt too much time was projected, about the right amount 
of time or not enough time was projected for each item in the 
National Elements and State Program Areas.
In general, there was strong sentiment for more time to be 
spent in farm income and traditional agriculture and an equally 
strong sentiment against some of the new program areas.
In general, the male staff members with agricultural degrees 
from the University of Florida felt that too much time was projected 
while the female staff members, the older staff members and the 
county staff in District IV felt that not enough time was projected.
This study implies that in order to gain support to implement 
the projected programs it will be desirable and necessary to effect 
a change of attitude, value and motivation of many staff members.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The clientele of the Florida Cooperative Extension Service 
are undergoing many rapid changes. In the agricultural sector, 
the farms are becoming fewer, larger and more specialized. The 
technology in agriculture, along with cost of land, labor and 
equipment are partially responsible for these shifts. The total 
population is rapidly shifting from a rural to an urban population. 
The home economics and youth aspects of family life are undergoing 
equally drastic shifts.
These changes make it mandatory that the Florida Cooperative 
Extension Service analyze its programs and make adjustments if it 
is to continue to provide a needed educational service.
Purpose of Extension
Section I of the Smith-Lever Act (2, p. 426) enacted in 
1914 states that:
In order to aid in diffusing among the people of 
the United States useful and practical information on 
subjects relating to agriculture and home economics and 
to encourage the application of the same, there may be 
continued or inaugurated in connection with the college 
or colleges of each state------ .
Section II of the Smith-Lever Act (2, pp. 426-27) states:
Cooperative agricultural extension work shall consist 
of giving of instructions and practical demonstrations in 
agriculture and home economics and subjects relating thereto
to persons not attending or resident in said colleges in 
the several communities ------.
The Cooperative Extension Service is an educational arm of
the United States Department of Agriculture. Its program is an
informal, non-credit educational program, planned with the clientele,
to meet their specific needs.
The function of Extension and the role of the local people
is described in the publication The Cooperative Extension Service
Today (6, p. 4) as:
In performing its function, Extension operates 
informally, in line with the most important needs and 
opportunities and with respect to both short-time and 
long-time matters of concern. It joins with people in 
helping them to:
Identify their needs, problems and opportunities 
Study their resources
Become familiar with specific methods of overcoming 
problems
Analyze alternative solutions to their problems 
where alternatives exist
Arrive at the most promising course of action in 
light of their desires, resources, and abilities.
A group of extension directors in an administrative workshop
(12, p. 14) stated:
The ultimate objective toward which extension work 
is directed is more fruitful lives and better living for 
all people. Efforts of the extension service to attain 
this objective include:
1. Improvement of the economic, social and 
spiritual well-being of the farm family.
2. Improvement of farm income through the 
application of science and farm mechanization.
3. Encouragement and help to people to be wiser 
consumers.
4. Improvement of health through better nutrition 
and more adequate health facilities and 
services.
35. Improvement of family living through better
housing, rural electrification and more
adequate labor saving equipment.
6. Improvement of educational and recreational
facilities for the home and the community.
7. Development of a better understanding of and
more effective participation in community,
state, national and inter-national affairs to 
the end that constructive policies may be 
determined.
8. Improvement of the conservation of resources
so that future generations also may have a
good living and the general welfare be thereby 
safeguarded.
The scope of the Cooperative Extension Service as discussed 
in the publication, "A People and A Spirit," (3, p. 21) include 
"Agriculture and Related Industries, Quality of Living, Social and 
Economic Development and International Extension."
The programs of the Florida Cooperative Extension Service 
have been grouped into state program areas. These program areas 
include: Beef, Dairy, Horses, Poultry, Swine, Apiary Culture,
Fruit Crops, Field Crops, Pasture and Forage Crops, Ornamentals, 
Vegetable Crops, Forestry, Community Resource Development (Agricultural) 
Economics), Family Stability, Consumer Competence, Family Housing,
Family Health, Community Resource Development (Home Economics),
Expanded Nutrition Program, Youth Work, Marketing, Engineering 
(Agricultural), Entomology, Farm Management, Plant Pathology, Soils, 
Veterinary Science, General and Food Science.
Extension Organization in Florida
The 1915 session of the Florida Legislature accepted the 
provisions of the Smith-Lever Act and appropriated necessary funds
to implement the act. The State Board of Control established the 
Florida Agricultural Extension Service as a division of the College 
of Agriculture of the University of Florida.
The Director, men administrative and supervisory staff and 
men state specialists, were located on the University of Florida 
campus in Gainesville.
The Assistant Director, for women's work, women administrative 
and supervisory staff and women state specialists were assigned 
operating headquarters at Florida State College for Women (now 
Florida State University) in Tallahassee.
Negro Extension work was established in Florida in 1915 under 
the provisions of the Smith-Lever Act, with official headquarters at 
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical College for Negroes in Tallahassee. 
Negro state leaders for Home Demonstration work and for Agricultural 
work were appointed. These were later changed to District Agents for 
Negro w7ork.
In reality there were four Agricultural Extension Services in 
Florida as described above with operating headquarters at three 
different state universities.
The problems associated with administering policy in the 
organization were tremendous. The matter of coordination was 
almost impossible.
In 1963 several adjustments were made in the Florida 
Agricultural Extension Service which were designed to improve the 
Extension programs.
The County Agent in each county was designated as County 
Chairman with the responsibility for administering and coordinating 
the total Extension Program at the county level. This meant that 
rather than two or three budgets for County Extension Staff, now 
there would be one combined budget with the County Chairman 
representing the staff with the Board of County Commissioners.
The County Chairman was made administratively responsible for the 
total county staff as indicated on a typical county organizational 
chart. (Figure 1)
The Home Demonstration Agent in each county became the 
County Vice Chairman. The Assistant Home Demonstration Agents 
were administratively responsible to her and she in turn was 
responsible to the District Vice Chairman for programs and to the 
County Chairman for personnel and budgets.
All Negro County Agents and Home Demonstration Agents 
became Assistant County Agents and Assistant Home Demonstration 
Agents and were responsible to the County Chairman and Vice Chairman.
At the district level, all District Agents for men's work 
became District Chairmen and were responsible for coordinating the 
total Extension program at the district level.
The District Home Demonstration Agent became District Vice 
Chairman and was responsible for working with the County Vice 
Chairman and other women assistants and coordinating their program 
through the District Chairman.
FLORIDA AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE 
TYPICAL COUNTY EXTENSION OPERATION 
1963
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The Negro District Agent for men’s work became District 
Agent-Special Programs responsible for supervising county personnel 
working with Negroes. They recommended budget and personnel needs 
to the County Chairman and District Chairman. They reported to the 
Associate Director.
The Negro District Home Demonstration Agent for women's work 
became District Agent-Special Programs and was responsible for 
working with County Home Demonstration Assistants working with 
Negroes at the county level on program matters. She reported to the 
Assistant Director-Home Economics Programs. On other administrative 
matters concerning county personnel and budgets, she reported to 
the District Vice Chairman.
The women in the 4-H department were moved from Florida State 
University at Tallahassee to a combined unit (men and women) at the 
University of Florida.
The District Home Demonstration Agents were moved to the 
University of Florida from Florida State University at Tallahassee.
The title of the State Home Demonstration Agent was changed 
to Assistant Director-Home Economics Programs.
The above changes were made to effect a more unified Florida 
Agricultural Extension Program. (Figure 2)
In 1965, the Negro District Agents-Special Programs were 
re-assigned as program specialists in agriculture and home economics. 
The responsibility for district supervision of all County Extension 
personnel was placed in the hands of the District Agents.
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TECHNICAL SUBJECT-MATTER RESPONSIBILITY
In order to further improve the Florida Agricultural 
Extension Service, the following major adjustments were made in 
the organizational structure in 1968.
All Home Economics Specialists staff located at Florida State 
University were moved to University of Florida July 1, 1968.
The title of the Director of the Florida Agricultural 
Extension Service was changed to Dean with broadened responsibilities.
The title of the Assistant Director-Home Economics Programs 
became Assistant Dean with broadened responsibility.
The District Vice Chairmen (supervising women's work) were 
re-assigned program leadership in various aspects of home economics.
With the re-assignment of the three District Vice Chairmen 
to program leadership in various aspects of home economics, it became 
evident that district supervision needed reorganizing. After 
considerable study, four supervisory districts were established 
September 1, 1968. (Figure 3)
It was felt that by making the University of Florida 
headquarters for all District Supervisors, that they could be more 
effective in strengthening Extension programs. Their contact with 
Department Chairmen and State Extension Specialists would enhance 
county extension programs.
It will be noted that these changes resulted in a district 
supervisory staff of four positions, supervising the total County 
Extension Program.
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In 1969 the University of Florida adopted a new constitution. 
The constitution was silent in regards to rank for County Extension 
personnel. However, the Dean of Extension presented a plan of 
equivalent ranks for County Extension personnel and the plan was 
approved and implemented by the University of Florida Vice President 
for Academic Affairs. As a result of this development, equivalent 
ranks were assigned all County Extension personnel: Rank I -
Instructor; Rank II - Assistant Professor; Rank III - Associate 
Professor and Rank IV - Full Professor.
The title of County Chairman or County Agent was changed to 
County Extension Director. Other men agents are County Extension 
Agents. If they are specialized or cross-line, this is indicated 
in their title.
The title of the County Home Demonstration Agent or Vice 
Chairman was changed to County Extension Home Economics Agent,
Program Leader, with Home Economics Assistants being County Extension 
Home Economics Agents.
One agent in each county was designated 4-H Coordinator with 
responsibility to coordinate all 4-H and other youth work in the 
county.
Organizational Chart (Figure 4) depicts the present titles, 
ranks, relationships and lines of responsibility of a typical County 
Extension staff. In all cases the Rank (I - IV) is indicated in 
the title.
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The most recent change in the Florida Extension organization 
was the change in the name of the organization from Florida 
Agricultural Extension Service to Florida Cooperative Extension Service.
Organizational Chart (Figure 5) reflects the present organi­
zational structure of the Florida Cooperative Extension Service.
Ecology of Florida
Florida was the 27th state to be admitted to the union in 
1845. It ranks 22nd in size among the states with an area of 
58,560 square miles. This includes 4,308 square miles of inland 
water. (1, p. 4)
Florida has a coastline of 1,300 miles most of which is 
fringed by beaches. There are about 30,000 lakes with Lake 
Okeechobee, 730 square miles, being the largest. (1, p. 10)
In spite of heavy precipitation, Florida has few surface 
streams and rivers. Much of the rain water sinks into porous 
limestone and flows in underground channels. The Apalachicola,
Suwannee and St. Johns Rivers are the largest.
Climate is Florida's greatest resource. The warm sunny 
weather and abundant waters entice millions of visitors annually.
The Florida Department of Commerce estimates that more than 600,000 
visitors are in Florida on any average day. Thus tourism is a 
primary source of income and Florida is a leading tourist state.
Winter temperatures vary greatly, from Pensacola's January average 
of 52 degrees to Miami's 70. The summer temperatures are fairly
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uniform over the entire state with July average daily minimum of 
80 degrees and an average daily maximum of 97 degrees. ' (1, p. 12) 
Rainfall in Florida is quite varied in annual amount and seasonal 
distribution. Individual station annual averages, based on the 
30 year period, 1931-1960, ranged from 50 to 65 inches with most 
occurring in June, July, August and September. (9, p. 3)
The 1970 population of 6,672,399 makes Florida rank ninth 
in size with a 24.7 per cent increase since 1960 according to 
published news reports released by Bureau of Census. (10, p. 6a)
The population density of Florida was 112 people per square mile 
compared with 55 for the United States in 1967 according to the 
Bureau of Census. (5, p. 7)
Fifty-six of the state's 67 counties grew in the decade with 
11 losing population. Most of the counties losing population are 
located in rural Northwest Florida. (10, p. 6a)
The 1960 Bureau of Census classified 74.0 per cent of the
population as urban, 23.9 per cent as rural non-farm and 2.1 per cent 
rural farm. (8, pp. 11-134) The author estimates that by 1970 the
following shifts have been made: 74.2 per cent of the population as
urban; 24.1 per cent as rural non-farm and 1.7 per cent rural farm.
The growth rate is fantastic in the southern part of the 
state with high per family income compared to North and West Florida 
where many counties are either losing population or holding their 
own with relatively low per family income.
This diversity of growth problem makes it necessary for the 
Florida Cooperative Extension Service to be very flexible in its 
programs.
Agriculture is one of the biggest businesses in Florida.
The farm sales of crops and livestock generate $1.4 billion per 
year .
To better understand the contrast in the state we need to 
look at the specific crop, its value and where it is grown 
primarily. (10, p. 5)
Crops 
Citrus 
Vege tables 
Sugar Cane 
Tobacco
Other Fruits & Nuts
Greenhouse and 
Nursery Products
All other crops
1968 Farm Value
$370,165,000
299,528,000
59.842.000
30.336.000
10.414.000
92.854.000
32.813.000
Where Produced 
Central & South 
Central & South 
South 
Nor th
Entire state
Central & South 
North 6c West
Live stock 
Dairy Products 
Cattle & Calves 
Poultry & Eggs 
Hogs
1968 Farm Value 
$115,138,000
122,553,000
79.680.000
12.711.000
Where Produced 
Entire state 
Entire state 
Central 6c North 
North
Honey & Beeswax 4,046,000 Central & North
Other Livestock 2,463,000 Entire state
Forestry Products 165,000,000 Entire state
Grand Total $1,397,543,000
The total value of all land and buildings on Florida farms
in 1969 was about $5.1 billion for the state's 35,000 farms with an 
average of $142,000 per farm. (4, p. 4)
35,000 family workers and 78,000 hired laborers with an average 
investment of $44,800 per worker. (4, pp. 4-20)
Statement of the Problem
The primary concern of this study deals with program 
emphasis--how the personnel of the Florida Cooperative Extension 
Service spend their time and adjustments that need to be made to 
provide the type of educational programs required by the clientele 
in five years.
There are several aspects of the problem that will be 
considered.
1. The time Florida Cooperative Extension personnel are 
presently spending on the various areas of the program.
2. The relationship of what the personnel, as a county 
planning unit, said they were going to emphasize to what actually 
was emphasized in the program.
Agriculture is a large employer of labor with more than
3. Projected program emphasis in five years.
4. Attitudes of Extension personnel in regards to the 1975 
projected program emphasis.
Importance _of the Study
In order for the Florida Cooperative Extension Service to 
fulfill its mission as the educational arm of the United States 
Department of Agriculture and the Land-Grant University, it is 
imperative to know how its personnel are currently allocating their 
time to the various areas of the program. With this information in 
hand, the Florida Cooperative Extension Administration can evaluate 
and adjust the resources in order to obtain the desired program.
This then becomes a major management tool for making personnel and 
organizational adjustments.
For the first time, detailed and accurate information was 
available on July 1, 1970 through the State Extension Management 
Information System (SEMIS) as to how much time is devoted to the 
various areas of the program. (11, pp. 1-88) With this information, 
the Florida Cooperative Extension administration can determine what 
adjustments in program emphasis will be required to provide the 
educational needs of its clientele in the future.
With the use of State Extension Management Information 
System, the administration of the Florida Cooperative Extension 
Service can for the first time accurately determine the manpower
inputs in (the various program areas. This type of information 
will be very helpful in the total budgeting process.
Objectives of the Study
Same specific objectives of the study include:
1. To determine the relationship of program emphasis as 
indicated in the plan of work and actual emphasis of planned expended 
time as determined from activity reports for the total Florida 
Cooperative Extension program.
2. To determine the relationship of time planned to be spent 
in various activities to the actual way in which planned time was 
spent. This relationship will be analyzed to see if there is a 
relationship between accuracy of planning and the way the County 
Extension Director works with planning type activities, with advisory 
type organizations and selected personal characteristics of the 
County Director.
3. To determine what the Florida Cooperative Extension 
admi.nistrat.ion feels the program emphasis should be in five years.
4. To determine the attitudes of Florida Cooperative 
Extension Service personnel in regards to future program emphasis.
5. To determine the relationship of attitudes of Florida 
Cooperative Extension Service personnel toward future program 
emphasis using selected personal characteristics.
Delimitation of the Study
This study will be limited to all Florida Cooperative 
Extension Service personnel who were employed on July 1, 1969 and 
remained with the service until June 30, 1970.
Definition of Terms
Florida Cooperative Extension Service - An organization 
cooperatively sponsored by local Boards of County Commissioners, 
the State of Florida through the Land-Grant University (University 
of Florida) and the Federal Government through the United States 
Department of Agriculture for the purpose of providing Florida 
citizens informal education in agriculture, home economics, youth 
and related subjects.
Extension Program - The planned, coordinated educational 
activities developed and implemented by the extension worker and 
the clientele.
Program Emphasis - The various areas of extension program 
that are emphasized and implemented.
State Extension Management Information System (SEMIS) - A new 
planning and reporting system initiated by the Florida Cooperative 
Extension Service July 1, 1969. Four major components of the system 
include a plan of work, plan of work projection, an activity report 
and a progress report.
Program Planning Budgeting System (PPBS) - A process or 
method by which objectives and resources are taken into consideration
to achieve a coherent and comprehensive program. (7, p. 2) This 
system provides administrators with analytical information so they 
may make sound decisions.
Accuracy of Planning - Refers to how nearly a county planning 
unit actually spends its time compared to how it planned to spend 
its time.
County Planning Unit - All County Extension Staff in any one
county.
National Elements - A grouping of educational activities into 
thirteen (13) areas for planning and reporting extension programs.
Florida Program Areas - A list of twenty-nine (29) areas 
developed by the Florida Cooperative Extension Service for planning 
and reporting activities of Florida Cooperative Extension personnel.
Florida Extension Subject List - A more detailed method of 
identifying educational activities of Florida Cooperative Extension 
personnel.
Florida Extension Purpose List - A listing of specific 
purposes or objectives that Extension personnel plan to accomplish 
with clientele.
Florida Extension Audience Type - A listing of specific types 
of groups and individuals worked with by Extension personnel.
Program Development - The process of developing Extension 
purposes and programs. Program Development is conducted at county,
state and federal levels. Program Development is defined in State 
Extension Management Information System (11, Part II, p. 28) as:
Work performed in program development comprises the 
shaping of those programs which the cooperative extension 
service can best provide to fulfill the needs of its
clientele. The emphasis is on planning to accomplish ---
objectives. The approach is toward an overall content and 
use of programs to achieve the best mix of programs within 
the area involved, considering the resources available.
Program Evaluation - Program Evaluation is defined in State
Extension Management Information System (11, Part II, p. 28) as:
The process of evaluating plan of work by county 
director. The process of evaluating county plan of work 
task numbers by the individual responsible for the task 
number to determine the degree of success in achieving 
stated objectives.
Program Review/Analysis - Program Review/Analysis is defined 
in State Extension Management Information System (11, Part II, p. 29) 
as:
The process of evaluating:
1. The group of plan of work tasks associated with a 
purpose to determine the collective progress toward 
the stated objective of the purpose.
2. A purpose or group of purposes with another purpose or 
group of purposes in a comparative manner so that such 
analytical review will be useful in determining 
priorities, program continuation, expansion, etc.
Liaison - Liaison is defined in State Extension Management
Information System (11, Part II, p. 30) as:
The process of developing,., promoting, maintaining 
relationships in direct support of extension programs; or 
extension's participation or involvement in other programs 
or specific events, policies, information, etc.
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Citizens1 Committees (local level) - Citizens Committees at 
local level are defined in State Extension Management Information 
System (11, Part III, p. 11) as:
A committee of individuals organized at the local or 
community level for the purpose of carrying out an agreed 
upon program which has an effect within the community in
the furtherance of common community objectives or interests.
The committee performs such functions as reviewing situations, 
analyzing problems, developing solutions, and the selection, 
execution, and evaluation of an appropriate solution or action.
Citizens' Committees (county level) - Citizens Committees at
county level are defined in State Extension Management Information
System (11, Part III, p. 11) as:
A committee of individuals organized at the county 
level for the purpose of carrying out an agreed upon program 
which has an effect within the county in the furtherance of 
common (county) objectives or interests. The committee 
performs such functions as reviewing situations, analyzing 
problems, developing solutions, and the selection, execution, 
and evaluation of an appropriate solution or action.
Other Government Bodies - Other Government Bodies are defined
in State Extension Management Information System (11, Part III, p. 12)
as:
Bodies, agencies or departments of local government, 
such as planning commission, chamber of commerce, conservation 
districts, worked with by the county chairman.
Cooperative Extension Service - State Extension Management
Information System (11, Part III, p. 13) defines the Cooperative
Extension Service as:
An organization or group which is closely related to 
and assists as applicable in the development and implementation 
of some phase of the Cooperative Extension Service program.
Includes: Extension Committee on Organization and Policy
and its subcommittees and ad hoc groups; land grant university 
association; supporters, donors and sponsors of Extension 
programs (i.e., 4-H Service Committee, 4-H Foundation);
State and County Advisory Committees; etc.
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
INTRODUCTION
There have been numerous books, studies and professional 
articles written on Extension programs which will provide a background 
for this study. However, there is very little information available 
on the new reporting system, State Extension Management Information 
System or Program Planning Budgeting Systems, that will be used in 
making budget requests in the near future.
Selected literature for review will be grouped under four 
major headings: (1) Historical Determination of Extension Program
Emphasis, (2) State Extension Management Information Systems,
(3) Program Planning Budgeting Systems, and (4) Related Extension 
Studies.
HISTORICAL DETERMINATION OF EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS
Dr. Seman A. Knapp is considered by most authorities to be 
the father of Extension work. He was employed by the Secretary of 
Agriculture as a special agent. It was through his efforts that 
demonstration work in agriculture with adults and youth became 
established in the United States.
*
Bliss (1, p. 36) states that Dr. Knapp:
Submitted to a mass meeting of the citizens and 
farmers of Terrell and vicinity, held on February 25, 1903, 
at the Odd Fellows: Hall at Terrell, in Kaufman County,
Texas, a proposition to establish a demonstration farm 
under the auspices of the Department of Agriculture, 
provided the community would select a suitable place and 
raise by subscription a sufficient amount to cover any 
losses that might be sustained by the owner and operator 
of the farm by reason of following the directions of the 
department in the matter of planting and cultivation.
The use of demonstrations in teaching farmers continued to
increase for many years. In 1909-10, Dr. Knapp organized boys and
girls club work in South Carolina. All of these developments formed
the base for Federal legislation for the establishment of the
Cooperative Extension Service.
Bliss (1, p. 28) reports the Roosevelt Country Life
Commission studied the need for an Extension Service and made a
report in 1909. It concluded with:
To accomplish these ends we suggest the establishment 
of a nation-wide extension work. The first or original 
work of the agricultural branches of the land grant colleges 
was academic, in the old sense; later there was added the 
great field of experiment and research; there now should 
be added the third coordinate branch comprising extension 
work, without which no college of agriculture can adequately 
serve its state. It is to the extension department of these 
colleges that we must now look for the most effective rousing 
of the people of the land.
The efforts of many groups resulted in the passage of the 
Smith-Lever Act in 1914 which offically dates the establishment of 
the Cooperative Extension Service.
The Cooperative Extension Service began its existance at a
time when vast changes were occurring. The United States was moving
from an agrarian to an urban-industrial society. Technology being 
employed by agricultural producers was lagging behind research 
results. In determining programs, there have been identified 
several distinct phases or program periods through which Extension 
has passed.
Kelsey and Hearne (3, p. 142) states that: "An extension
program is a statement of situation, objectives, problems and 
solutions."
Sanders (4, p. 89) in reviewing development of early 
Extension programs states that: "Programs were formulated largely
by the service itself and immediately put into action. Programs 
were essentially production oriented."
The first program period for Cooperative Extension was 
predetermined and execution-oriented. This period covers those 
years from 1903 through 1920. The primary duty of the Extension 
worker was dissemination of information.
Immediately following World War I, Extension became interested 
in people. This was a period of adjustment from a war to a peace 
economy. Many broad changes were occurring.
As Extension workers became more experienced, they found 
many advantages in involving people in program planning.
Sanders (4, p. 90) identified this period in the early 
1920's when programs were self-developed by saying: "the planning
process achieved an early emphasis in Extension work."
With a rapidly expanding agricultural economy, it was soon 
realized that limited local personnel could not provide all the 
assistance to local people in helping them solve all their problems. 
Sanders (4, p. 90) emphasizes that:
Within a rather short time, it was recognized that 
not all locally proposed projects could be efficiently 
handled by County Agents. The great variety of miscellaneous 
problems that grew out of this so-called grass-roots approach 
was more than could be programmed by limited personnel and 
this tended to reduce the over-all effectiveness of the 
programming function.
The third era according to Sanders (4, p. 90) was: "The era
of fact-determined programs which considered local, state and 
national trends, became more common in counties throughout the 
country."
Sanders (4, p. 90) contrasts this era to former eras in 
three ways:
First, the planning process involved more cooperation 
between Extension and its' clientele. Second, guidance was 
provided for reviewing and coordinating broader problems
which could not be approached.  Third, evaluation received
greater recognition as it entered into deliberations of 
planners and become a part of testing related practices.
During this period of the late 1920's and early 1930's,
economics was an important factor in programming. It was during this
period that County Agents began working with commodity groups and
Home Economics Agents began working through Home Demonstration Clubs
in program planning.
The fourth program era covered the late 1930's through 1941.
During this period, there was a very high rate of unemployment. It
was at this time that many government programs were instigated to 
help solve agricultural problems. Cooperative Extension Service 
personnel assisted in getting most of these agencies and organizations 
established. Some agencies and organizations assisted by Extension 
include: Agricultural Adjustment Act, Farm Credit Administration,
Soil Conservation Service, Rural Electrification Administration and 
others. Sanders (4, p. 91) states:
This era can be described as one of governmental 
program leadership because it combined emphasis on both 
predetermined emergency programs and recognition of 
the importance of including'representative clientele 
in planning.
With the attack of Pearl Harbor, the United States was 
thrust into another global conflict. The United States was again 
called on to help provide food as well as war equipment and materials 
for the allies.
Sanders (4, p. 91) stated: "In this era, Extension was
thrown into emergency programs with emphasis upon production of 
food, feed and fiber."
During this period, Extension continued to employ the 
program planning and execution process in its work.
Sanders (4, p. 92) states:
In retrospect, the World War II era may be seen not 
only as one which necessitated predetermined programs, but
also one in which local people played a much larger part in
adapting programs and facilitating their use in local
situations. This era might be named the predetermined,
fact-determined and self determined coordination effort 
in programming function.
The postwar period found Cooperative Extension groping for 
maturity. The United States population was shifting from an agrarian 
or rural society to an industrial or urban society. Many sectors of 
the country were described as depressed, underpriviledged or under­
developed even though the standard of living of many people was the 
highest ever known in the United States. Problems became interwoven 
between rural and urban people. Sanders (4, p. 92) states that:
For these reasons, Extension efforts were marked 
with new and broader or more intensified approaches to
program planning, execution, and evaluation.  This
movement was termed the program-projec tion approach to 
programming.
With increased emphasis of assisted depressed areas, Extension 
began a pilot program in the late 1950's to develop selected rural 
areas. Sanders (4, p. 92) indicates:
This attempt toward a more useful Extension 
programming function was termed rural development.
It later expanded to include social welfare and 
total economic development. This expanded approach 
to programming is known as rura1 areas development.
Its basic objective is that of developing total economic 
and human resources of an area to their fullest potential 
and to the highest possible level of human satisfaction.
Its major emphasis is consistent with concepts of the 
planning, execution, and evaluation processes of the 
programming functions.
The Cooperative Extension Service is presently using the 
rural areas development approach in most of its program planning.
Kelsey and Hearne (3, p. 138) identifies three phases in 
program planning through which Extension service has passed.
In the early days the programs were predetermined, 
and farmers received what was offered by the pioneer agents. 
Farm problems were apparent in the early days of agricultural
education, and programs were relatively easy to prepare.
The boll weevil destroyed the cotton. The smut reduced 
oat and wheat yields, and sour soils caused clover failure.
Kelsey and Hearne (3, p. 138) further states:
That solutions were fairly simple and easy to apply. 
In the main the demonstration method was used as the 
teaching method. Thousands of farmers could see these 
demonstrations, and as a result many improved farm 
production practices were approved.
Extension leaders soon realized that the organization not 
only served as a method of extending agricultural information to 
farmers but that farmers problems and experiences could serve as 
a basic for programs and research.
Kelsey and Hearne (3, p. 139): "Called this the period
when programs were self-determined rather than predetermined as 
in the beginning."
This was the first time most farmers were provided an 
opportunity to meet, discuss their problems and participate in 
planning programs to help solve their problems.
It was soon realized that this type planning lacked depth 
to be meaningful. The County Extension Agent was being spread 
over an ever broader area of subject matter and was unable to 
supply technical information needed to adequately help farmers 
solve some of their sophisticated problems.
Kelsey and Hearne (3, p. 140) identifies this third phase
when:
Farm management, social trends and economic facts 
as well as production factors were introduced in county 
program-planning procedures. This gave great impetus to
the gathering and assembling of facts by specialists upon 
which to build programs. In this fact-determining period 
in. program planning, effort was made in some states to 
find the larger farm problems and to make plans of work 
that provide for a concerted attack for a long period on 
those problems.
Kelsey and Hearne (3, p. 140) conclude that:
With a different background and with their own 
subject matter, the home economics programs have passed 
through similar phases, resulting in more thorough going 
educational activities.
Flint in his course Extension Education 210, has summarized 
the program periods through which Cooperative Extension has passed 
into eight areas.
The first period - Predetermined Programs.
The period of time covers 1903 until 1920. The professional staff 
determined the program content. Their primary job was that of 
dissemination of information.
The second period - Self-determined Programs.
This era was during the early 1920's. During this time, more 
and different farm groups were organized. People were first given 
an opportunity to assist in program planning. There was a tremendous 
expansion of Cooperative Extension Service during this period. This 
expansion included Home Economics as well as 4-H work.
The third period - Fact-determined Programs.
The time period covered was the 1920's and early 1930's.
During this period the clientele and Extension workers realized 
the value of factual data in determining program content. Economic
information became important to planning procedures. There was an 
expansion in the number of specialists to provide this factual 
information. Extension Agents started working with commodity 
groups and Home Economics Agents started working through organized 
home demonstration clubs.
The fourth period - Governmental Program Leadership.
In the late 1930's until 1941, the rate of unemployment was high 
and there were many government programs began to help the people 
with their problems. Extension was asked to assist in organization, 
and in some cases, administration of these government programs.
Some programs assisted by Extension include: Agricultural
Adjustment Act, Farm Credit Administration, Rural Electrification 
Administration, Soil Conservation Service and others.
The fifth period - War Emergency Programs.
In the early 1940's Extension functions and programs were geared to 
the war effort. Crop and livestock production, gardening, and 
canning received major emphasis. Maximum production to supply 
United States and their allies with food was Extension's primary 
goal.
The sixth period - Post War Program Planning.
From 1945 until 1955, Extension was in a period of regrouping its 
efforts and reorganizing staffs to involve people in program 
planning.
The seventh period - Program Projection.
This period extends from 1956 through 1961. The Extension Committee 
on Organization and Policy (ECOP) determined that there was a need 
for Extension to develop a long-range Extension program. Many 
sociological changes were evidenced during this period. The future 
of Extension was under study by many groups.
The eighth period - Rural Development Programs.
Beginning in 1961, Extension has generally adapted the concept of 
total development as a concern for developing Extension programs. 
Presently Extension is concerned with total development and many 
more people are involved in assisting in planning, implementing and 
evaluating Extension programs. (11, pp. 15-18)
Several other authorities have recently discussed their 
views on future Cooperative Extension programs in current 
publications.
Shannon and Schoenfeld (5, pp. 200-1) discusses two 
alternatives for future Extension program emphasis:
The rural-farm population has dropped from 30 per cent
of the nation's people in 1920 to 7.5 per cent in 1960.
 We are losing farms at the rate of about 120,000 a
year. ---
These (remaining) farmers are producing agricultural
crops at a rate that piles up mountainous surpluses.  Yet
American farmers even now are not producing as efficiently 
or effectively as they could were they to apply all that is 
presently known about agricultural technology. Viewed 
from this perspective, some observers conclude that 
Agricultural Extension has worked itself out of a job.
Another view expressed looks at the very rapidly growing 
United States population with an estimate of 300 million by the 
year 2000 that will have to be fed.
Shannon and Schoenfeld (5, p. 202) discuss a recent study by 
the National Resources for the Future, Inc., a non-profit research 
center supported by Ford Foundation on the future of Extension.
They report:
At the risk of oversimplifying the conclusions of 
the corporation, it can be said that continuing progress in 
(agricultural) technology and spread of skills and knowledge 
are the sine qua non of a continuing high standard of living 
based on an ample food supply available at a reasonable 
percentage of personal income.
They believe the Cooperative Extension Service is just 
getting started. However, it does not necessarily follow that 
"more of the same" is all that is needed.
Shannon and Schoenfeld (5, p. 203) stated further that:
Its (Extension) clientele is qualitatively as well 
as quantitatively different. The surviving agricultural 
entrepreneur is at least as savvy as the run-of-mill county 
agent and his problems are more akin to those of a businessman 
than to those of a traditional dirt farmer.
The industries dependent on and supportive of 
agriculture are increasingly in the field with independent 
research and educational programs. Cultural Extension will 
increase as we learn more about interpersonal communications.
These and other changes call for an "agonizing reappraisal"
of the nature and scope of Cooperative Extension.
Vines (7, pp. 241-2) states that there are three alternatives
open to future Extension program emphasis:
1. Provide informal educational leadership in 
agriculture, home economics, forestry and 
related subjects on a broad base in both 
rural and urban areas without responsibility 
for community or total resource development.
2. Provide informal educational leadership in 
agriculture, home economics, forestry and 
related subjects on a broad base in both 
rural and urban areas and provide educational 
leadership for community and resource development 
in rural areas.
3. Broaden Extension's educational leadership to 
include all informal educational programs in 
both rural and urban areas and extend educational 
programs from all colleges of the university.
Sanders (4, p. 93) states:
It is believed that Extension will follow’ basically 
the practice of programming through involving lay people, 
using professional Extension personnel, cooperating with 
all agencies, obtaining sociological, economic and 
psychological data on clientele, and utilizing scientific 
training in the educational processes.
In this brief review it is evident that Cooperative Extension 
program emphasis has changed to meet changing needs of Extension 
clientele. It is also evident that the involvement of lay people
in program planning is now basic to Extension work.
STATE EXTENSION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM
The Cooperative Extension Service has always employed some 
kind of reporting system from the county and state personnel to the 
Federal Extension Service.
The State Extension Management Information System is a new 
planning and reporting system of the Cooperative Extension Service 
and was based on the assumption that each state was doing an 
adequate job in developing long-range programs. The system was 
operationalized state-wide July 1, 1969 after pilot operations by 
several planning units. The four major parts of the system include 
a plan of work, plan of work projection, an activity report and a 
progress report.
This planning and reporting system was designed in such a 
manner that each state will be consistently reporting necessary 
information to the Federal Extension Service. The system allows for 
state variations in the specific information desired by a state.
Information obtained from the system will not only be useful 
for purposes of Extension management decisions, but will be very 
useful in making reports to public bodies which support Extension.
This system is similar to the system used in the past in that 
it is limited to what Extension professionals plan to do and what 
they actually do in an effort to bring about desirable change among 
their clientele.
The plan of work will report what Extension professional 
employees plan to do and the activity report will indicate what
they have done. This will be the first time in Extension history 
that time expended in various program areas will be reported. 
Extension administration can thus determine the manpower inputs in 
any specific area. This information will be useful in allocation 
of Extension resources to those program areas with highest priority 
Information from the plan of work and daily activity report 
is computerized for rapid retrieval.
Cox (13, p. 1) summarizes the use of the new system in
that:
Emphasis in developing LEMIS (SEMIS) was to 
produce data which would help us in better management 
of Extension resources. The system is designed for 
computer tabulation so that we can expect more information 
and better use of information from our reporting.
The mechanics of the system (12, Part XIV, p. 1) are such
that:
The qualitative aspect places major emphasis on 
relating Extension activities to broad general purposes 
of Extension, subject matter emphasis in Extension, 
specific tasks within different purposes, teaching 
methods used and audience types contacted. The quan­
titative aspects of the report will involve time expended 
and audience number contacted for the program area.
Code numbers are used for identifying the various kinds
of information included in plan of work and the activity report.
Further explaining the mechanics of the reporting system
(12, Part XIV, p. 2) it is stated:
The recording of accomplished activities into this 
system will be made daily. Field personnel will send daily 
activity reports to the state office weekly.  It should
be pointed out that although there are many different codes 
which apply to this system, most people will tend to use 
only a small proportion of these codes and will soon memorize 
those which are most commonly used. Whether a person is 
writing a plan of work or preparing a daily activity report, 
the same code number is used to identify a specific component 
in the system.
The plans of work are prepared on a fiscal year basis from
July 1 through June 30. Plans of work are prepared by each county
planning unit and by each department.
From the plan of work, input to the system, it will be 
possible to retrieve such information as the amount of time by 
county, state, area, department and for the state, which is planned 
to be spent on each of the broad general purposes of Extension, on 
specific task items, and for specific audiences. The plan of work 
will show how many man-days are planned for a specific task during 
the year and the annual activity report will show how much time was 
actually spent on the task. (12, Part XIV, p. 3)
The State Extension Management Information System handbook
(12, Part XIV, pp. 3-5) summarizes the advantages of the new planning 
and reporting system:
One of the big improvements of SEMIS over previous 
systems is the tie between what we plan to do and what we 
actually do. For the first time in Extension we will 
actually be able to identify the number of hours planned 
for a particular activity or purpose in Extension, and at
the end of the year,  we will be able to compare the
number of hours actually spent on the same activity or 
purpose. Planning will thus become a much more meaningful 
function since the planner knows that the annual report of 
what has been done can be compared with the plan of work 
indicating what was to be done.
Another advantage of the new system is the systematic 
procedure which involves projecting plans of work, for a five
year period.  Administration and supervision will project
at the state purpose level the amount of time planned which 
will be expended for the second, third, fourth and fifth 
years.
Another major improvement of the new system is the 
emphasis on identifying our daily Extension activities with
broad general purposes of the organization.  The new
system not only requires that we actually identify the broad 
major purposes of the Cooperative Extension Service, but that 
we relate each activity which we perform in our regular work 
to one of these general purposes.  This type of infor­
mation is especially valuable to administration which is 
charged with obtaining the overall perspective of the 
organization, and which has the responsibility of giving 
direction and allocating resources to those areas which 
seem more important at any particular time.
Perhaps one of the greatest advantages of SEMIS is 
the capacity to retrieve various combinations of data from 
the system. Theoretically any information which has been 
put into the system can be retrieved in any combination 
with other data in the system.
Finally some other advantages are:
The speed of tabulating data will increase because 
of the use of electronic computers. The accuracy of the 
data will improve because of the immediate recording of 
daily activities. The amount of information collected 
will be more than for past systems because of the ability 
for computers to handle larger amounts of data in a very
short time.  This should reduce the number of special
reports requested from time to time. (10, pp. 4-5)
Another function of the new system identified by Louisiana
Extension Management Information System (10, p. 5) is:
A personnel data file for every individual on the 
professional staff of the Cooperative Extension Service 
is sent to the Federal Extension Service. This information 
includes such data as salary, areas of specialization in 
college, kind of work assigned to, and so forth. By having 
such information on IBM cards it will be possible for
administration of FES to determine at any given time such 
information as the number of various academic degrees held 
by Extension workers throughout the country, the various 
areas of specialization of Extension workers, years of 
service, and a dozen or more other items about personal 
characteristics of professional Extension workers. Each 
state will be able to have the same information at the 
state level.
After several years of operation under this sophisticated 
planning and reporting system, it will be refined to become a major 
tool for Extension administration in the allocating of Extension
resources.
PROGRAM PLANNING BUDGETING SYSTEM
Program planning budgeting system is a system aimed at 
helping management make better decisions on the allocation of 
resources. Management might be the head of a government agency, 
a university president or chairman of the board of a large 
corporation.
PPBS hopes to minimize the amount of piecemeal, fragmented, 
and last minute, program evaluation which tends to occur under many 
present planning and budgeting practices. (9, p. 1)
In a recent George Washington University study the history of 
PPBS was discussed (9, p. 1):
The current governmental interest in PPBS can be 
said to have begun in 1961 when it was introduced into 
the Department of Defense. In August 1965, the President 
announced that he had requested each of the major federal 
non-defense agencies to introduce PPBS into their agencies. 
The Bureau of the Budget, on October 12, 1965, issued the 
specific instructions and schedule for its introduction.
These agencies have been installing PPB systems.
The primary characteristics of PPBS as summarized by
George Washington University (9, p. 2) are:
1. It focuses on identifying the fundamental
objectives of the government and then relating 
all activities, regardless of organizational 
placement, to these.
2. Future year implications are explicitly considered.
3. All pertinent costs are considered - including
capital costs as well as non-capital costs, and
associated support costs as well as direct costs.
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4. Systematic analysis of alternatives is undertaken.
This characteristic is the crux of PPBS.. It
involves: (a) identification of the government
objectives; (b) explicit, systematic, identification 
of alternative ways of carrying out the objectives; 
(c) estimation of the total cost implications of 
each alternative; (d) estimation of the expected 
results of each alternative; and (e) presentation 
of the resulting major cost and benefit trade offs 
among the alternatives along with the identification 
of major assumptions and uncertainties.
McCown (14, p. 11) described PPBS as a system which involves
several very common and basic steps:
1. The explicit definition of missions, goals, 
objectives, over time, and in qualitative terms.
2. The identification of alternative means or 
systems for reaching goals and objectives.
3. The systematic and quantitative analysis of 
the effectiveness and cost of the various 
alternatives, including total cost and 
effectiveness over a long time period.
4. The selection and recording of choices between 
alternatives and the determination of resources 
to be allocated and results expected over a 
multi-year period.
5- The translation of the annual plan of work into 
the precise detail and format required for the 
annual budget and the follow-through on budget 
execution and reporting.
6. The continual review, analysis, and updating of 
the plan.
In explaining how the above steps relate to planning, 
programming, and budgeting, McCown (14, p. 12) states:
Planning - refers to the definitions of missions, 
goals and objectives; the identification and evaluation 
of alternatives; and the choices among the alternatives.
Programming - refers to the "link" between planning 
and budgeting; it involves the documentation of decisions 
or resources required and outputs to be achieved, scheduled 
over the years involved in planning period; and the 
accompanying information and documentation systems.
Budgeting - refers to the process of translating 
the decisions programmed in the long-range planning format 
into the annual budget format, with the more precise measures 
of inputs, price tags, and outputs which are possible and 
necessary when you are looking only one year ahead.
In discussing the PPBS approach to program planning Hovey
(2, p. 17) states:
The Planning - Programming - Budgeting System (PPBS) 
is an approach to mission-oriented, purposive goal-oriented 
management. The logical sequence of establishing programs 
is conceived to be (1) deciding what needs to be done,
(2) considering alternative ways to do it, (3) establishing 
the costs of alternatives, and (4) selecting the best
alternative.  If the purpose of a program cannot be
identified clearly, alternatives to achieve that purpose 
cannot be formulated. Likewise, performance cannot be 
measured unless a standard for measurement exists.
The Program Planning Budgeting System approach will not solve
all the problems of any organization. It only provides information
which will help management make sounder decisions on the allocation
of resources.
The Florida Cooperative Extension Service used the PPBS 
approach in developing its 1971-72 annual budget and the five (5) 
year projected budget on a state level basis only. It is too early
to evaluate this approach at this time.
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RELATED EXTENSION STUDIES
One of the basic philosophies of Cooperative Extension 
Service is the importance of involving clientele groups in the 
program planning process.
We believe that time expended by the Cooperative Extension 
Director and his staff in program planning with local groups results 
in a more meaningful Extension program.
Therefore, it is extremely important that the County Extension 
staff possess a thorough knowledge and understanding of the program 
planning process.
Norby (15, pp. 2-9) identifies eight (8) principles developed 
by VandeBerg, relating to the involvement of the professional staff 
and lay clientele in program planning:
Principle I - Coordination and efficiency of the 
staff's effort in program planning are enhanced when they 
have common insight into the process and common agreement 
on the objectives, planning procedures, and individual 
responsibilities for program planning.
Principle II - The efficiency and effectiveness of 
the planning process are enhanced when there is a systematic 
over-all design for committee structure and functioning, and 
pre-planning by the staff for each step in the procedure.
Principle III - County program planning efforts are 
enhanced when the representatives of the Extension sponsoring 
agency understand and approve the process and its purposes, 
and are involved in it from the beginning.
Principle IV - The effectiveness of the program 
planning committee is enhanced when favorable attitudes 
toward the committee's activities are present among members
of existing Extension planning groups and county repre­
sentatives of related agencies, and their knowledge and 
suggestions are involved in the planning process.
Principle V - The acceptance and the effectiveness of 
the efforts of the program planning committee are enhanced 
when, in the planning process, there is intensive involvement 
of local people who can represent the people in the county, 
along with the county staff and selected resource people.
Principle VI - The quality and quantity of the 
contributions from program planning committee members 
increase x<rhen they are provided with special orientation 
and the opportunity to delve deeply into specific program 
areas.
Principle VII - The effectiveness of the planning 
committee in developing an appropriate program plan is 
enhanced when needs and interests of the people are 
identified; applicable scientific, social, and cultural 
facts are involved; and the available resources are 
considered.
Principle VIII - The effectiveness of the efforts of 
the planning committee is enhanced when their efforts result 
in a written program plan which groups problems on a priority 
basis and include long-time objectives, and when the plan is 
made known to professional and lay leaders and is used by 
the staff as a basis for developing annual plan of work.
As a result of this study, a recommended procedure was
developed to improve program planning in a local county.
In 1958 at the Western Region Seminar in Extension
Supervision, one of the seminar reports dealt with "planning
programs and getting them into action."
The seminar participants examined several Extension positions
and agreed upon specific roles for each position.
It was stated that the role of the County Extension Chairman
or Director is the key in the entire program planning process.
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The committee reported (8, p. 8) that the role of the county 
staff chairman was:
1. Assume responsibility to inform the county staff 
and help them develop an understanding of program 
projection and philosophy and policies concerning 
it.
2. Develop understanding of program projection with 
other agencies.
3. Develop a plan with the county staff and supervisory 
team.
a. To get agreement among staff for 
responsibility for various parts 
of program projection.
b. Way of carrying out activities with 
people in the county.
4. Assume leadership for the county activity.
In order for the County Extension Staff Chairman to carry out 
his leadership role in program planning, the Seminar Committee 
(8, p. 89) specified techniques to be used to instigate program 
planning.
1. Equip himself to perform his role
a. Study and be informed on literature.
b. Prepare situation statement for 
county staff. ---
c. Confer with supervisory staff prior to 
county staff.
2. Have county staff meeting secure acceptance and 
commitment.
3. Secure a flexible plan for procedure.
4. Make contacts individually with members of the 
advisory group or council.
5. Review existing organizations with which to work.
6. Hold regular county staff conferences.
a. Get coordinated effort from all the 
county staff.
b. Insure communication.
c. Insure news releases.
d. Evaluate as a staff.
7. Arrange for advisory group to see how Extension 
staff is progressing.
8. Secure and train lay people.
9. Inform elected county governing board.
In a term paper of a graduate student at the University of
Wisconsin entitled "Organization and Functions of County Extension
Advisory Groups in Relation to Programs Conducted," the professional
Extension staff was studied in their programming function.
Walrod (16, p. 6) stated:
Extension agents have found many deterrents to the 
development of a sound program, although in many cases these 
factors have gone unrecognized by the agent due to the fact 
that his experience and training have not equipped him to 
properly evaluate these circumstances.
Walrod discussed a study from Harvard University on program 
development. The study listed a number of obstacles interferring with 
the development of an effective program.
These obstacles (16, pp. 6-7) include:
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1. A need for better understanding of the nature and 
importance of program development on the part of 
the Extension staff.
2. Insufficient (amount) agents' time devoted to the 
program planning process for a constructive outcome.
3. Most new agents are production oriented and are
therefore inclined to use a commodity approach 
which aims at improving agriculture and home 
economics rather than a problem approach which 
works toward improving the capabilities of 
people. ---
4. Needs and interests of various groups, particularly 
lower income groups and disadvantaged areas, are
not taken into account by agents in program planning. 
The changing situation now developing as a result 
of increasing numbers of rural non-farm families 
needs to be recognized in planning.
5. No local surveys or attempts to bring together 
more than superficial data regarding the local 
situation have been used.
6. Relatively little thought by Extension Agents has
been given to establishment of educational
objectives which will serve as guide posts in
extension teaching.
In a recent article on Extension programming, Utz (6, p. 149)
states:
The extent to which Extension programming is effective 
in a specific geographic location is largely determined by 
the Extension worker whose job responsibilities place him 
in direct contact with local people. The actions taken by 
an Extension agent whose responsibilities are manifest at 
this operational level are the key to effective programs.
The findings from this study of Kentucky Extension programming
(6, p. 149) support the thesis that:
Agents' programming effectiveness in greatly influenced 
by the scope of their personal environment relative to the 
local society and the (Extension) organization.
In this study (6, p. 149):
Agents rated high in programming effectiveness by 
their supervisors had a tendency to give more consideration 
to the total situation affecting people of their county than 
did those who were rated low. Low rated agents tended to 
limit their programs to farm people and the subject matter 
to agriculture; high rated agents felt that the program 
should involve people in addition to farm families and that 
the needed subject matter extended to areas in addition to 
agriculture.
The Kentucky study indicated that the type of problems affects 
or determines the course of action taken by the Extension Agent.
The study (6, p. 154) indicates that:
Agents had a tendency to be organizationally oriented 
when dealing with agricultural production type problems.
But, when giving leadership to programs based upon public 
affairs problems, agents were much more sensitive to the 
demands of the local society.
Implications of this Kentucky study (6, pp. 155-6) for 
Extension are:
Since Extension programs are primarily developed and 
executed to bring about desirable changes in people, Extension 
agents should view all their programming activities as a 
means of reaching the objectives of the organization. Their 
position becomes the meeting place of forces inherent in the 
organization and in the local society. Agents' actions 
relative to programming are a manifestation of their personal 
interpretation of the forces encountered from these two 
sources.
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN 
Procedure for the Study 
Part I
A detailed analysis of how the Florida Cooperative Extension 
personnel allocate and expend their time was obtained from the current 
reporting system. This system, the State Extension Management 
Information System (SEMIS), was operationalized state-wide July 1, 1969. 
The study covered the first year under this system and was reported 
in man-days. This was the first time detailed information on the 
use of time was available as a tool in program analysis and personnel 
management.
The 1969-70 annual plan of work was used to determine the 
amount of time planned to be spent in various program areas.
In making this analysis, the time of all Florida Cooperative 
Extension Service personnel was used. Analyses were made using 
State Extension Purposes, State Extension Subjects, State Extension 
Audience Types, State Extension Program Areas and National Elements.
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Part II
An analysis of the use of time of each county planning unit 
was made to determine how nearly they conformed to their planned 
use of time. As a basis for this analysis, the 1969-70 plan of work 
provided information on how the County Extension staff planned to 
spend its time and the daily activity reports provided information 
on how time was actually spent. The State Extension Program Areas 
were used in this analysis.
Each county planning unit was rated on the variation between 
how they spent their time and how they planned to spend it. This 
dependent variable was divided into two categories: more accurate and
less accurate. To place a planning unit in a category, the difference 
between planned time and expended planned time in man-days was 
determined for each item in the program area. Then the difference for 
all items was determined by adding the over planned and under planned 
differences and arriving at one figure for the county planning unit.
To compensate for varing sizes of County Extension staffs, the total 
man-days planned for each county planning unit was divided into the 
over and under planned figure. This gave a percentage variation for 
each county planning unit. This percentage variation ranged from
15.5 per cent to 139 per cent (Appendix Table IV). It was determined 
that those county planning units with a percentage variation of less 
than 45 per cent would comprise the more accurate planning units.
This was 31 counties.
Those county planning units with percentage variations of 
45 per cent and more made up the category of less accurate county 
planning units. This was 36 counties.
There are 67 counties in the State of Florida with County 
Extension staffs in only 66. However an Extension staff is located 
on the Indian Reservation and is considered an independent planning 
unit just as any county. For this reason, we are showing 67 county 
planning units in the study.
After each planning unit was placed in one of the categories, 
selected activities of the County Extension Director were analyzed 
to determine the association of these activities to the degree of 
accuracy of planning for each county planning unit. These activities 
of the County Extension Director all relate to the general area of 
planning. The following subject activities were used in this 
analysis as independent variables: Program Development, Program
Evaluation, Program Review/Analysis, and Liaison.
The following audience areas worked with by the County 
Extension Director were analyzed to determine if there was an 
association between these audiences and the degree of accuracy of 
county planning: Citizens' Committees (local and county), Other
Governmental Bodies and Cooperative Extension Service.
An investigation into the possible association between the 
degree of accuracy of planning and these independent variables was 
accomplished as follows:
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Program Development (subject code 2000)
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to the amount of time spent in program development activities, 
and all planning units into two groups according to the degree of 
accuracy of planning for determining the association between program 
development and the degree of accuracy of county planning. Specific 
categories for amount of time spent in program development activity 
by County Extension Directors were: less than 2 man-days and 2.0
or more man-days (Appendix Table V).
Program Evaluation (subject code 2020)
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to the amount of time spent in program evaluation activities 
and all planning units into two groups according to the degree of 
accuracy of planning for determining association between program 
evaluation and the degree of accuracy of county planning. Categories 
for the amount of time spent in program evaluation activities by 
County Extension Directors were: no man-days and 0.1 or more
man-days (Appendix Table VI).
Program Review/Analysis (subject code 2030)
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to amount of time spent in program review/analysis activities 
and all planning units into two groups according to the degree of 
accuracy of planning for determining association of program
review/analysis and the degree of accuracy of county planning. 
Categories for the amount of time spent in program review/analysis 
activities by the County Extension Directors were: no man-days
and 0.1 or more man-days (Appendix Table VII).
Liaison (subject code 2520)
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to amount of time spent in liaison activities and all 
planning units into two groups according to the degree of accuracy 
of planning for determining the association between liaison and 
degree of accuracy of county planning. Categories for the amount 
of time spent in liaison activities by County Extension Directors 
were: less than 5 man-days and 5 or more man-days (Appendix
Table VIII).
Citizens1 Committees (local) (audience code 73)
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups
according to amount of time spent in working with local citizens' 
committees and all planning units were divided into two groups 
according to the degree of accuracy of planning for determining 
the association between local citizens' committees activities and 
degree of accuracy of county planning. Categories for the amount 
of time spent with local citizens' committees by County Extension 
Directors were: no man-days and 0.2 or more man-days (Appendix
Table IX).
Citizens1 Committees (county) (audience code 74)
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to the amount of time spent in working with county citizens' 
committees and all planning units were divided into two groups 
according to the degree of accuracy of planning for determining 
the association between amount of time spent working with county 
citizens' committees and the degree of accuracy of county planning. 
Categories for the amount of time spent with county citizens' 
committees by County Extension Directors were: no man-days and
0.1 or more man-days (Appendix Table X).
Other Government Bodies (audience code 83)
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to the amount of time spent in working with other 
government bodies and all planning units were divided into two 
groups according to the degree of accuracy of planning for 
determining the association between amount of time spent working 
with other government bodies and the degree of accuracy of county 
planning. Categories for the amount of time spent with other 
government bodies by County Extension Directors were: less than
4.5 man-days and 4.5 or more man-days (Appendix Table XI).
Cooperative Extension Service (audience code 86)
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to the amount of time spent in working with Cooperative
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Extension Service and all planning units were divided into two 
groups according to the degree of accuracy of planning for 
determining the association between Cooperative Extension Service 
and the degree of accuracy of county planning. Categories for 
the amount of time spent with Cooperative Extension by County Extension 
Directors were: no man-days and 0.1 or more man-days (Appendix
Table XII).
Some other independent variables that were used in analyzing 
the accuracy of planning of county staffs were age, degree, tenure, 
extension district, background of County Extension Director, 
population of area, attitude of County Extension personnel toward 
projected program emphasis, institution last attended, equivalent 
rank and salary.
Age
All County Extension Directors were divided into age groups 
according to their age at their last birthday. All county planning 
units were placed in two groups according to degree of accuracy of 
planning for determining the association between age of County 
Extension Director and degree of accuracy of planning by county 
unit. Age categories were: 50 years or less and 51 years or older.
Degree
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to last degree awarded: Master's and Bachelor's and other.
All planning units were divided into two groups according.to the 
degree of accuracy of planning to determine association of degree 
and degree of accuracy of county planning.
Major Area of Study
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to major area of study for last degree awarded and all 
county planning units were divided into two groups according to 
the degree of accuracy of planning to determine association of 
major area of study and degree of accuracy of planning. The 
major areas of study used were: agricultural related, vocational
agriculture/extension education and others.
Tenure
All County Extension Directors were divided into two 
groups according to tenure with the Florida Cooperative Extension 
Service and all planning units were divided into two groups according 
to degree of accuracy of planning for determining the association of 
tenure and the degree of accuracy of county planning. Tenure 
categories were: 20 years or less and 21 years or over.
District
All County Extension Directors were divided into four groups 
according to the Extension District in which they work and all 
county planning units were divided into two groups according to the
degree of accuracy of planning for determining association between 
Extension District and the degree of accuracy of county planning.
Background
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to his childhood residence, whether he was reared on a 
farm or not, and all planning units were divided into two groups 
according to degree of accuracy of planning for determining 
association of background of County Extension Director and the degree 
of accuracy of county planning.
Population of Area
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to the population of the county and all planning units 
were divided into two groups according to the degree of accuracy 
of planning for determining association between population area 
and the degree of accuracy of county planning. Population 
classification used was: 50,000 people or less and over 50,000
people.
Attitude of Extension Personnel
All County Extension personnel were divided into three groups 
according to the degree of their attitude toward projected Extension 
program emphasis for 1974-75 and all planning units were divided 
into two groups according to the degree of accuracy of planning
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for determining association between attitudes and the degree of 
accuracy of the county planning.
Institution
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to the institution awarding their last degree and all 
county planning units were divided into two groups according to 
the degree of accuracy of planning for determining association 
between institution and the degree of accuracy of county planning. 
Categories of institutions were: University of Florida and others.
Equivalent Rank
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to equivalent rank they held and all county planning 
units were divided into two groups according to the degree of 
accuracy of planning for determining association between rank and 
the degree of accuracy of county planning.
Salary
All County Extension Directors were divided into two groups 
according to their present salary and all county planning units 
were divided into two groups according to the degree of accuracy 
of planning for determining association between salary and the 
degree of accuracy of county planning. Salary categories were: 
$14,999 or less and $15,000 or over.
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Part III
Consensus of the Florida Cooperative Extension Administration 
was determined relative to the program areas they felt that should 
be emphasized by the Florida Cooperative Extension Service in 1975.
This emphasis was in man-days that should be devoted to the various 
areas of the program. This emphasis was made on the basis of 
National Elements and State Program Areas.
Through the use of a mail questionnaire all Florida Cooperative 
Extension personnel, except administration and supervision, were 
requested to express their attitude on the projected program emphasis. 
Each member was asked to check one of the Likert-type scale values 
which indicated their feelings on the particular item. The scale 
ranged from too much time, about the right amount of time or not 
enough time, for each item. For this study, a score of one through 
three was assigned to the scale.
The response for each opinion or item by each respondent 
was added and the average determined. This average represented 
the respondents attitude score. The resultant score placed his 
attitude in one of the three different categories.
Respondents average attitude score was grouped in the 
following manner:
6 6
Summated Average
Attitude Score Category .
1.0 - 1.9 Too much time
2.0 - 2.1 About the right amount of time
2.2 - 3.0 Not enough time
Independent variables of age, sex, tenure, position, degree,
population of county, institution, major area of study, extension 
district, background, salary and rank were used in the analysis.
An investigation into the possible association between 
attitude and these variables was accomplished as follows:
Age
All the respondents in the study were divided into three age 
groups according to their age at their last birthday. The respondents 
were placed in three attitude groups for determining the association 
between age and the degree of their attitude toward projected 
Extension program emphasis for 1974-75. Age categories were:
40 years or less; 41 - 50 years of age and 51 years or over.
Sex
All the respondents in the study were divided into two groups 
according to sex and three groups according to attitude for determining 
association between sex and the degree of their attitude toward 
projected Extension program emphasis for 1974-75.
Tenure
All the respondents in the study were divided into three 
groups according to length of time employed by the Florida Cooperative 
Extension Service and three groups according to attitude for 
determining association between tenure and the degree of their 
attitude toward projected Extension program emphasis for 1974-75. 
Tenure was grouped as follows: 5 years or less employed; 6 - 1 7  years 
employed; and 18 years employed and over.
Position
All the respondents in the study were divided into position 
categories according to the position they presently hold and three 
groups according to attitude for determining association between 
position and the degree of their attitude toward projected Extension 
program emphasis for 1974-75. Present Extension positions are:
County Extension Director, County Extension Agent, County Extension 
Agent Multi-County, County Extension Home Economics Agent Program 
Leader, County Extension Home Economics Agent, State and/or Area 
Specialist and Department Chairmen.
Background
All the respondents in the study were divided into two 
groups according to his childhood residence, whether the individual 
was reared on a farm or not, (farm or non-farm) and three groups
according to attitude for determining association between background 
and the degree of their attitude toward projected Extension program 
emphasis.
Degree
All respondents in the study were divided into three groups 
according to degree they presently hold and three groups according 
to attitude for determining association between degree held and the 
degree of their attitude toward the projected Extension program 
emphasis for 1974-75. Degrees used were: Bachelor's, Master's and
Doctor's.
Institution
All respondents in the study were divided into three groups 
according to the last institution they received a degree from and 
three groups according to attitude for determining association 
between institution last attended and the degree of their attitude 
toward the projected Extension program emphasis for 1974-75. 
Institutions include: University of Florida, other Florida
universities and other universities.
Major Area of Study
All respondents in the study were divided into three groups 
according to their graduate and undergraduate major area of study, 
Agricultural related, Home Economics related and other and three
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groups according to attitude for determining association between 
major and the degree of their attitude toward the projected Extension 
program emphasis for 1974-75.
Population
All County Extension personnel were divided into two groups 
according to the 1970 population of their county and three groups 
according to attitude for determining association between classi­
fication of county and the degree of their attitude toward projected 
Extension program emphasis for 1974-75. Counties were grouped 
whether they had under 50,000 or more than 50,000 residents.
Salary
All respondents in the study were divided into five groups 
according to their present salary and three groups according to 
attitude for determining association between salary and the degree 
of their attitude toward projected Extension program emphasis.
Salary categories were: under $9,000; $9,000 - $11,999;
$12,000 - $14,999; $15,000 - $17,999 and $18,000 and over.
Rank
All respondents in the study were divided into four groups 
according to their present rank and three groups according to 
attitude for determining association between rank and the degree 
of their attitude toward projected Extension program emphasis.
District
All County Extension staffs were divided into four groups 
based on the Extension District the county was in and three groups 
according to attitude for determining association between the 
Extension District and the degree of their attitude toward projected 
Extension program emphasis for 1974-75.
Method of Analysis
The information secured from the questionnaires was coded and 
punched on cards for electronic computation. Tabulations and 
statistical tests were performed on electronic computers at the 
University of Florida.
The other information was secured from daily activity reports 
as computer print-outs in the State Extension Management Information 
System.
The statistical techniques involved were percentage 
distributions and the chi-square test of significance. The chi-square 
test was considered significant at the .05 level. The actual level, 
if above .05, was indicated in the tables.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION OF MATERIAL 
Part I
This part of the study is concerned with an analysis of the 
total Florida Cooperative Extension staff and the way they planned 
and expended their planned time.
This information on planned time accounts for 76 per cent of 
the total time of the staff and is based on the total planned time 
reported during the 1969-70 year.
The following is a breakdown of the Florida Cooperative 
Extension staff by sex, county and state staff at the beginning and 
end of the period of time involved in this study.
State Staff 
Men Women Total
July 1, 1969 88 22 110
June 30, 1970 100 26 126
County Staff 
Men Women Total
July 1, 1969 146 104 250
June 30, 1970 149 98 247
State and County Staff
Men Women Total
July 1, 1969 234 126 360
June 30, 1970 249 124 373
Table I shows planned and expended planned time according to 
the National Elements.
The National Elements, as a method of planning and reporting, 
are a part of Extension Service - United States Department of 
Agriculture's Extension Management Information System and are used 
by all states.
Under planned time refers to the fact that more time was 
expended than planned while over planned refers to the fact that more 
time was planned than expended.
It will be noted that the greatest variation in planned and 
expended planned time was in Element 13, Extension Leadership, 
Organization and Support with a variation of 6,103 man-days. The 
greatest percentage variation was in Element 10, Recreation, Wildlife 
and Natural Beauty with 76.3 per cent variation.
The least variation in planned and expended planned time was 
in Element 4, International Programs, with a variation of 19 man-days. 
The least percentage variation was in Element 1, Improving Farm 
Income, with a 1.6 per cent variation.
The over-all variation based on total man-days planned and 
expended planned was 5,902 man-days or 8 per cent variation.
TABLE I
A COMPARISON AND ANALYSIS OF PLANNED AND EXPENDED PLANNED TIME FOR 
FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 1969-70 BY NATIONAL ELEMENTS
Code National Elements
-Total
Man-days
Planned
-Expended
Planned
Man-days
Difference
in
Man-days
1 Improving Farm Income
2 Soil and Water Conservation
3 Marketing, Distribution 
and Farm Supply
4 International Programs
5 Improved Nutrition
6 Pesticide Education and 
Emergency Preparedness
7 4-H Youth Development Programs
8 Improved Family Living
9 Community Development
10 Recreation, Wildlife
and Natural Beauty
19,506
347
1.832 
59
5.832
384
10,940
9,084
2,190
249
19,201
243
1,714
78
5,364
259
12,382
8,327
2,601
59
-305
-104
-118
+19
-468
-125
+1,442
-757
+411
-190
Percentage
Variation
1.6
30.0
6.4
32.2 
8.0
32.6
13.2
8.3
•18.7
76.3
Code
TABLE I (Continued)
*Total
Man-days
National Elements Planned
*Expended 
Planned 
Man-days
Difference
in
Man-days
Percentage
Variation
11 Forestry Production and Marketing 2.56 228 -28 10.9
12 Environmental Improvement 185 207 +22 11.9
13 Extension Leadership,
Organization and Support 22,985 29,088 +6,103 26.6
Total 73,849 79,751 +5,902 8.0**
Note: - less time spent in program area than planned (ovar planned)
+ more time spent in program than planned (under planned)
* Both planned time and expended time are based,on an eight-hour day,
** This figure merely reflects an average of the percentage of variation of the expended to 
the planned time. It does not account for, however, the wide variation, both over and 
under, among the various elements.
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Table II shows planned and expended planned time according to 
State Program Areas.
The State Program Areas are unique to the Florida Cooperative 
Extension Service.
The greatest variation in planned and expended planned time 
was in Program Area 28, General, with a variation of 4,318 man-days. 
Program Areas 10, Ornamentals, and 20, Youth Work, each had a 
variation of over a 1,000 man-days. The greatest percentage variation 
was in Program Area 24, Farm Management, with 93.1 per cent.
The least variation in planned and expended planned time was in
Program Area 3, Swine, with 4 man-days and Program Area 13, Community
Resource Development (Agricultural Economics), with 7 man-days. The 
least percentage variation was in Program Area 3, Swine, and Program 
Area 13, Community Resource Development (Agricultural Economics), 
with each having a 0.3 per cent variation.
The variation in all Animal Husbandry Program Areas is 
relatively small compared with other general areas.
The over-all variation based on total man-days planned and 
expended planned was 5,905 man-days or 7.9 per cent variation.
Appendix Table I shows planned and expended planned time
according to State Extension Subjects.
TABLE II
A COMPARISON AND ANALYSIS OF PLANNED AND EXPENDED PLANNED TIME FOR 
FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 1969-70 USING STATE PROGRAM AREAS
Code State Program Areas
*Total
Man-days
Planned
*Expended
Planned
Man-days
Difference
in
Man-days
Percentage
Variation
1 Beef 3,356 3,060 -296 8.8
2 Dairy 2,039 1,708 -331 16.2
3 Horses 548 589 +41 7.5
4 Poultry 1,166 1,069 -97 8.3
5 Swine 1,313 1,317 +4 .3
6 Apiary Culture 249 280 +31 12.3
7 Fruit Crops 2,910 2,943 +33 1.1
8 Field Crops 2,456 1,989 -467 19.0
9 Forage and Pasture Crops 922 842 -80 8.6
10 Ornamentals 4,506 6,029 +1,523 33.8
11 Vegetable Crops 3,048 2,411 -637 20.8
12 Forestry 593 377 -216 36.4
VJ
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TABLE II (Continued)
*Total
Man-days
Cede gtafee fregram Areas ... ’..... . ..  Planned
13 Community Resource Development 2,612
(Agricultural Economics)
14 Family Stability 1,621
15 Consumer Competence 3,803
16 Family Housing 2,197
17 Family Health 2,612
18 Community Resource Development 1,722
(Home Economics)
19 Expanded Nutrition 4,487
20 **Youth Work 6,499
21 **Marketing 823
22 **Engineering (Agricultural) 709
23 **Entomology 348
24 **Farm Management 419
25 **Plant Pathology 440
-'Expended Difference
Planned in Percentage
Man-day a Man-days, Variation
2,605 -7 .3
1,139 -482 29.8
3,693 -110 2.9
1,919 -278 12.6
1,758 -854 32.7
1,890 +168 9.8
4,796 +309 6.9
8,213 +1,714 26.4
966 +143 17.4
1,349 +640 90.2
460 +112 32.2
809 +390 93.1
646 +206 46.8
•^1
TABLE II (Continued)
Code State Program Areas
*Total
Man-days
Planned
*Expended
Planned
Man-days
Difference
in
Man-days
Percentage
Variation
26 **Soils 579 693 +114 19.7
27 **Veterinary Science 288 270 -18 6.2
28 ***General 21,380 25,698 +4,318 20.2
29 Food Science 204 236 +32 15.7
Total 73,849 79,754 +5,905 7.9****
Note: - less time spent in program area than planned (over planned)
+ more time spent in program area than planned (under planned)
* Both planned time and expended time are based on an eight-hour day.
** Some of the work done in these departments is reported under non-asterick program areas.
*** Includes time planned and/or expended that cannot be reported in other program areas.
Includes all leave, in-service training, holidays, all supervision, program development, 
program support and time spent in professional improvement.
**** This figure merely reflects an average of the percentage of variation of the expended to 
the planned time. It does not account for, however, the wide variation, both over and 
under, among the various elements.
State Extension Subjects are a rather specific method of 
planning and reporting the total use of time worked by the professional 
Extension staff.
The greatest variation in planned and expended planned time 
was in State Extension Subject Area 1020, Events and Activities, 
with a variation of 1,658 man-days. Events and Activities is a rather 
general category and is used for planning and reporting a wide variety 
of activities. Many such activities are of a multi-subject area or 
nature.
State Extension Subject 2580, Other Administrative Functions, 
had the second greatest variation of 1,512 man-days. This subject 
includes all supervision, office management and staff conferences.
The greatest percentage variation was in State Extension Subject 3250, 
Graduate - Other Extension, with 1,800 per cent. Several other 
State Extension Subjects had high percentage variations. Some of 
these are State Extension Subject 3140, Inservice - Community Resource 
Development, 1,400 per cent variation; State Extension Subject 3040, 
Orientation - Community Resource Development, 1,257.1 per cent 
variation.
There were several State Extension Subjects with very small 
amounts of time planned and/or expended planned time devoted to them.
In State Extension Subject 1410, Public Facilities 
(Comprehensive Development), there were 42 man-days planned and 
42 expended planned man-days with no variation.
There were several State Extension Subjects with a relatively 
large number of planned man-days, 2,000 or more, with relatively small 
variation. For example, State Extension Subject 110, Beef, with 
2,897 planned man-days and 2,714 expended planned man-days with a 
percentage variation of only 6.3 per cent.
In the State Extension Subject 820, Nutrition, there were 
3,957 man-days planned and 3,955 expended planned man-days with a 
variation of .05 per cent.
In State Extension Subject 850, Clothing and Textiles, there 
were 2,301 man-days planned and 2,265 expended planned man-days with 
a percentage variation of 1.6 per cent.
The over-all variation based on total man-days planned and 
expended planned time was 5,902 or 8 per cent variation.
Appendix Table II, planned and expended planned time according 
to State Extension Purpose, shows a more specific method of planning 
and reporting work of the professional staff.
The greatest variation in planned and expended planned time 
was in State Extension Purpose 162, Operation and Maintenance, with 
a variation of 3,814 man-days. Operation and Maintenance Purpose 
includes all administration, supervision, personnel selection and 
placement, reporting, staff conferences and similar activities.
Several other State Extension Purposes with large variations 
between planned and expended planned time include Purpose 161,
Over-all Extension Leadership, with a variation of 1,644 man-days; 
Purpose 119, Over-all 4-H Youth Development, with a 964 man-day
variation; Purpose 160, Occupational and Professional Competency 
with a 918 man-day variation and Purpose 116, Personal Growth and 
Development with an 861 man-day variation between planned and expended 
planned time.
The largest percentage variation between planned and expended 
planned time was in State Extension Purpose 107 where only 1 man-day 
was planned and 6 were expended planned time with a 500 per cent 
variation.
In State Extension Purpose 36, Managerial and Economic 
Principles, 200 man-days were planned and 453 were expended with 
a 126.5 per cent variation.
The only other purpose with a variation between planned and 
expended planned time with a variation of over 100 per cent was in 
Purpose 136, Operational Effectiveness where 16 man-days were planned 
and 35 were expended with a variation of 119 per cent.
The least variation in planned and expended planned man-days 
occurred in three purposes with only one day variation.
In State Extension Purpose 4, Production Efficiency, 1,109 
man-days were planned and 1,110 man-days were expended. In purpose 
131, Timber and Forest Products, 29 man-days were planned and 30 
were expended. In purpose 152, Technical and Cultural Exchange 
Programs, 3 man-days were planned and 4 man-days were expended.
The least percentage variation between planned and expended 
planned was in State Extension Purpose 4, Production Efficiency, 
where the variation was only .09 per cent.
The over-all variation based on total planned man-days and 
expended planned man-days was 5,902 man-days or 8 per cent variation.
In Appendix Table III, planned and expended planned time was 
analyzed according to Audience Type.
All work planned and/or reported by the professional staff 
of the Florida Cooperative Extension Service is classified by 
Audience Type. From this table, the specific type groups worked 
with by the Extension staff can be determined.
As expected, Audience Type 17, Producer (Agriculture) was 
the group where the most planned man-days (15,274) were to be expended. 
Family Members, Audience Type 40, and Audience Type 66, Youth (4-H) 
mixed ages received a high priority of planned time with 6,287 and 
4,989 man-days planned respectively.
The greatest variation between planned and expended planned 
time was Audience Type 59, County Extension Staff, where 7,072 
man-days were planned and 10,420 were expended with a variation of 
3,348 man-days.
In Audience 58, State Extension Specialists, the variation 
between planned and expended planned was 1,365 man-days and in 
Audience Type 17, Producer (Agriculture) the variation was 1,136 
man-days.
The greatest percentage variation between planned and 
expended planned time was Audience Type 62, Professional Home 
Economists, with a variation of 1,922 per cent. In Audience Type 76,
Citizens' Committees (State Level), there was a 1,200 per cent 
variation between planned and expended planned time.
There are several Audience Types with very small variations 
between planned and expended planned time. However, two of the 
smaller variations with large planned and expended man-days are 
Audience Type 10, Business (Non-cooperative, general) where 558 
man-days were planned and 559 were expended with a 1 man-day
variation and a variation of 0.2 per cent.
In Audience Type 73, Citizens' Committees (Local Level), 
there were 311 man-days planned and 309 man-days expended with a
variation of 2 man-days or 0.6 per cent.
The over-all variation based on total planned man-days and 
expended planned man-days was 5,900 man-days or 8 per cent variation.
The preceding data gave a good over-view and analysis of 
how the total professional staff of the Florida Cooperative Extension 
Service planned and expended their planned time for the 1969-70 year.
In this analysis the National Elements, State Extension 
Program Areas, State Extension Subjects, State Extension Purposes 
and State Audience Types were studied.
Part II
In this part of the study, the county planning unit was the 
focal point.
Each of the sixty-six (66) counties with Extension programs 
and the Indian Reservation was analyzed to determine how nearly
they spent their time compared with how they planned to spend it.
The 1969-70 plan of work provided the man-days planned for 
each State Program Area and the daily activity report was summarized 
and retrieved through the State Extension Management Information 
System to provide data on how planned time was expended. Seventy-six 
per cent of the total time was planned.
With this information, each county planning unit was evaluated 
and rated as a more accurate or a less accurate planning unit. Those 
counties with a percentage variation of less than 45 per cent are
classed as more accurate and those with a 45 per cent or greater
variation are classed as less accurate (Appendix Table IV).
Several selected activities, audiences and personal 
characteristics of the County Extension Director were analyzed to 
determine if an association existed between these independent 
variables and the dependent variable, accuracy of planning.
Personal Characteristics of the County Extension Directors 
as Related to Degree of Accuray of Planning
The personal characteristics of the County Extension 
Directors that were studied to determine if they were associated 
with accuracy of county planning were: Age, Background, Tenure,
Extension District, Rank, Salary, Degree, Institution and 
Undergraduate Major.
Age
It was found that 76 per cent (Table III) of the County 
Extension Directors were 50 years old or less and 24 per cent were 
51 years or older. The average age of all County Extension Directors 
was 45 years.
In the more accurate category, 71 per cent of the County 
Directors were 50 years or less and 29 per cent were 51 years or 
over.
In contrast, in the less accurate category, 81 per cent 
were 50 years or less and 19 per cent were 51 years or over.
From this data, it would appear that with age, the accuracy 
of planning increased slightly. The chi-square value of .403 was 
not significant at the .05 level when age was associated with 
accuracy of county planning.
TABLE III
A COMPARISON OF SELECTED PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTORS AND 
, DEGREE OF ACCURACY OF PLANNING
Selected
Characteristics
Accuracy of Planning
More Less 
Accurate Accurate . . 
N = 31 N = 36
Total 
N = 67 X2 P
- Percentage of N -
Age
50 years or less 71 81 76 .403 N.S.
51 years and over 29 19 24
Background
Farm 81 92 87 .932 N.S.
Non-farm 19 8 13
Tenure
20 years or less 55 72 64 1.508 N.S.
21 years and over 45 28 36
Extension District
I 19 31 25 5.629 N.S.
II 16 31 24
III 29 25 27
IV 36 13 24
Rank
II 32 47 40 .998 N.S.
III and IV 68 53 60
00
O'
TABLE III (Continued)
Selected
Characteristics
Accuracy of
More 
Accurate 
N = 31
Planning
Less 
Accurate . 
N = 36
. . Total . 
N = 67 X2 P
Salary
$14,999 or less 
$15,000 and over
- Percentage of N -
58 78 
42 22
69
31
2.173 N.S.
Degree
Masters
Bachelors or other
52
48
58
42
55
45
.095 N.S.
Institution
University of Florida 
Other
87
13
86
14
87
13
.056 N.S.
Ma |or
Agricultural Related 
Vocational Agricultural - 
Extension Education or 
other
55
45
44
56
49
51
.369 N.S.
Background
All County Extension Directors were divided into two 
categories with 87 per cent (Table III) having a farm background 
and 13 per cent with a non-farm background.
It was found that 81 per cent of the more accurate category 
had a farm background and 19 per cent had a non-farm background.
In contrast, 92 per cent of the less accurate category had 
a farm background and only 8 per cent had a non-farm background.
The chi-square value of .932 was not significant at the .05 
level when background was associated with degree of accuracy of 
county planning.
Tenure
Sixty-four (64) per cent (Table III) of all County Extension 
Directors have been employed by the Florida Cooperative Extension 
Service 20 years or less and 36 per cent have been employed 21 years 
or over. The average tenure of all County Extension Directors was 
18 years. It was very interesting to note that only four (4) 
Directors had worked for a total of 10 years with Extension in 
another state. States worked in by County Extension Directors 
were Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia and Virginia.
It was found that 55 per cent of the more accurate category 
had been employed 20 years or less and 45 per cent had been employed 
20 years or over.
In contrast, 72 per cent of the less accurate category had 
been employed 20 years or less and 28 per cent had been employed 
21 years or over.
From the data, it appears that length of service slightly 
improves one's ability to plan. The chi-square value of 1.508 
was not significant at the .05 level when tenure was associated 
with accuracy of county planning.
Extension District
All County Extension Directors were divided into four groups 
according to the district where his county was located. Twenty-five 
per cent (Table III) of the Directors were in District I, 24 per cent 
in District II, 27 per cent in District III and 24 per cent in 
District IV.
It was found that in the more accurate category, 36 per cent 
were from District IV, 29 per cent from District III, 19 per cent 
from District I and 16 per cent from District II.
In the less accurate category, the respondents were almost 
completely reversed with 31 per cent from District I and II,
25 per cent from District III and only 13 per cent from District IV.
It would appear from the data that the County Extension 
Directors in Extension District IV were the most accurate county 
planners.
The chi-square value of 5.629 was not significant at the 
.05 level when Extension District was associated with accuracy of 
County Extension planning.
Rank
All County Extension Directors hold an equivalent rank with 
60 per cent (Table III) holding Rank III and IV and 40 per cent 
holding Rank II.
It was found that 68 per cent of the more accurate category 
held Rank III and IV and 32 per cent held Rank II.
In contrast, 53 per cent of the less accurate category held
Rank III and IV and 47 per cent held Rank II.
The chi-square value of .998 was not significant at the .05
level when rank was associated with accuracy of planning.
Salary
Sixty-nine per cent (Table III) of the County Extension 
Directors received $14,999 or less and 31 per cent received $15,000 
and over.
It was found that 58 per cent of the more accurate category 
received $14,999 or less and 42 per cent received $15:,000 or over.
In contrast, only 22 per cent of the less accurate category 
received $15,000 or more and 78 per cent received $14,999 or less.
The data indicates that those individuals receiving higher 
salaries in general are more accurate County Extension planners.
The chi-square value of 2.173 was not significant at the .05 
level when salary was associated with accuracy of planning.
Degree
Fifty-five per cent (Table III) of all County Extension 
Directors hold a Master's Degree and 45 per cent hold a Bachelor's 
or other degree. At present only one County Extension Director 
holds a degree other than Master's or Bachelor's.
It was found that the Directors with a Master's Degree 
comprise 58 per cent of the less accurate category and 42 per cent 
hold a Bachelor's or other degree.
In contrast, 48 per cent of the more accurate category held 
a Bachelor's or other degree and 52 per cent held a Master's Degree.
The chi-square value of .095 was not significant at the .05 
level when degree was associated with accuracy of planning.
Institution
All County Extension Directors were grouped according to the 
institution awarding their last degree. Eighty-seven per cent 
(Table III) attended the University of Florida and 13 per cent 
attended other institutions. It was noted that of the other 
institutions attended, four County Extension Directors attended 
Auburn University and five attended other institutions.
The distribution of Directors in the more accurate and 
less accurate categories was identical to distribution of Directors 
who attended University of Florida and other institutions.
The chi-square value of .056 was not significant at the 
.05 level when institution awarding last degree was associated with 
accuracy of planning.
Major
All County Extension Directors were divided into two 
categories according to major for last degree awarded. Forty-nine 
per cent (Table III) had an agricultural related major and 51 per cent 
had a vocational agriculture, extension education or other major. 
Almost all of the last category were vocational agriculture and/or 
extension education.
It was found that 55 per cent of the more accurate category 
had agricultural related majors and 45 per cent had vocational 
agriculture, extension education or other major.
In contrast, 56 per cent of the less accurate category 
had vocational agriculture/extension education or other major 
and 44 per cent had an agricultural related major.
The chi-square value of .369 was not significant at the .05 
level when major for the last degree was associated with accuracy of 
planning.
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Population of Counties as Related to Accuracy of Planning 
Population
All sixty-six (66) counties where Florida Cooperative 
Extension programs were being conducted were grouped into two
categories; under 50,000 and 50,000 and over.
Sixty-five per cent (Table IV) of County Extension Directors 
were located in counties with 50,000 or more population and 35 per cent
were located in counties with less than 50,000.
It was found that 60 per cent of the more accurate category 
were from counties with 50,000 or more people and 40 per cent were
from counties with less than 50,000.
In the less accurate category, 69 per cent were from 
counties with 50,000 or more people and 31 per cent were from
counties with less than 50,000.
The data indicates that County Extension Directors in 
smaller populations were slightly more accurate County Extension 
planners.
The chi-square value of .294 was not significant at the .05 
level when size of county was associated with accuracy of county 
planning.
TABLE IV
A COMPARISON OF THE 1970 POPULATION OF THE COUNTY AND DEGREE OF ACCURACY OF PLANNING
Population 
of County
Accuracy of Planning
More Less 
Accurate Accurate 
N = 30 N = 36
. Total 
N = 66 x2 P
- Percentage of N -
Population
Under 50,000 40 31 35 .294 N.S.
50,000 and over 60 69 65
Attitude of All County Extension Personnel Toward 
Projected Extension Program Emphasis as Related • 
to Accuracy of Planning
All County Extension personnel were asked to express their 
opinion on projected Extension program emphasis using the National 
Elements and State Program Areas. Respondents could check either 
too much time, about the right amount of time or not enough time.
National Elements
Thirty-five per cent (Table V) of all County Extension 
personnel felt too much time was projected, 43 per cent felt that 
about the right amount of time was projected and only 22 per cent 
felt not enough time was projected for Extension program emphasis.
It was found that in the more accurate category, 36 per cent
and 37 per cent felt too much time and the right amount of time,
respectively, was projected while 27 per cent felt not enough time 
was projected.
In contrast, it was found in the less accurate category,
49 per cent felt the right amount was projected, 34 per cent felt
that too much time was projected and only 17 per cent felt that 
not enough time was projected.
The chi-square value of 3.741 was not significant at the 
.05 level when attitude toward projected Extension programs using 
the National Elements was associated with accuracy of planning.
TABLE V
A COMPARISON OF ATTITUDE OF ALL COUNTY EXTENSION PERSONNEL TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION 
EMPHASIS USING NATIONAL ELEMENTS AND STATE PROGRAM AREAS AND DEGREE OF
ACCURACY OF. PLANNING
National Elements and 
State Program Areas
Accuracy
More 
Accurate 
N = 113
of Planning
Less 
Accurate. 
N = 99
Total . . 
N = 212 x 2 P
- Percentage of N -
National Elements
Too Much Time 36 34 35 3.741 N.S.
Right Amount of Time 37 49 43
Not Enough Time 27 17 22
State Program Areas
Too Much Time 14 18 16 .741 N.S.
Right Amount of Time 54 50 52
Not Enough Time 32 32 32
State Program Areas
Fifty-two per cent (Table V) of all County Extension 
personnel felt that the right amount of time was projected,
32 per cent felt not enough time was projected and 16 per cent 
felt too much time was projected.
The distribution of each attitude category with each accuracy 
of planning category was almost exactly the same as the above average 
figures.
The chi-square value of .741 was not significant at the .05 
level when attitude toward projected Extension program emphasis 
using the State Program Areas with accuracy of planning.
Selected Extension Subjects Participated' in by 
County Extension Directors as Related to Accuracy of Planning
The State Extension Subjects selected for study relate 
to the general area of program planning. Those selected were 
Program Development, Program Evaluation, Program Review/Analysis 
and Liaison.
Program Development
Nineteen or 28 per cent of the County Extension Directors 
did not spend any time in program development activities. The range 
of man-days expended was from 0 to 60.8 (Appendix Table V). With 
an average of 5.2 man-days per Director. Fifty-one per cent
(Table VI) of County Extension Directors expended less than 2 man-days 
in program development activities and 49 per cent expended. 2 or more 
man-days.
It was found that 52 per cent of the more accurate category 
expended 2 or more and 48 per cent expended less than 2 man-days 
with program development activities.
In contrast, 53 per cent of the less accurate category 
expended less than 2 man-days.
The chi-square value of .014 was not significant at the .05 
level when program development was associated with accuracy of 
planning.
Program Evaluation
Forty-six or 69 per cent of all County Extension Directors 
did not spend any time in program evaluation activities. The range 
of man-days expended was from 0 to 35.5 man-days (Appendix Table VI) 
with an average of 1/2 man-day per Director.
It was found that 65 per cent (Table VI) of the more accurate 
category expended no time in program evaluation and 35 per cent 
expended 0.1 or more man-days.
In contrast, 72 per cent of the less accurate category 
expended no time and 28 per cent expended 0.1 or more man-days.
The chi-square value of .175 was not significant at the .05 
level when program evaluation was associated with accuracy of 
planning.
TABLE VI
A COMPARISON OF SELECTED EXTENSION SUBJECTS PARTICIPATED IN BY COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTORS
AND DEGREE OF ACCURACY OF PLANNING
Selected Subject
Accuracy of Planning
More Less 
Accurate Accurate 
N = 31 N = 36
Total 
N = 67 X2 P
- Percentage of N -
Program Development
Less than 2 man-days 48 53 51 .014 N.S.
2.0 or more man-days 52 47 49
Program Evaluation
No man-days expended 65 72 69 .175 N.S.
0.1 or more man-days 35 28 31
Program Review/Analysis
No man-days expended 74 58 66 1.230 N.S.
0.1 or more man-days 26 42 34
Liaison
Less than 5 man-days 68 42 54 3.581 N.S.
5 or more man-days 32 58 46
Program Review/Analysis
Forty-four or 66 per cent of all County Extension Directors 
did not spend any time in program review/analysis activities. The 
range of man-days expended was from 0 to 24.6 (Appendix Table VII) 
with an average of 1.2 per Director.
It was found that 74 per cent of the more accurate category 
had expended no time in program review/analysis and 26 per cent had 
expended 0.1 or more man-days (Table VI).
In contrast, 58 per cent of the less accurate category 
expended no time in program review/analysis and 42 per cent had 
expended 0.1 or more man-days.
The chi-square value of 1.230 was not significant at the .05 
level when program review/analysis was associated with accuracy of 
planning.
Liaison
Twenty or 30 per cent of all County Extension Directors did 
not spend any time in liaison activities. The range of man-days 
expended was from 0 to 73.3 (Appendix Table VIII) with an average of 
10.2 man-days per Director.
It was found that 54 per cent (Table VI) of the Directors 
expended less than 5 man-days and 46 per cent expended 5 or more 
man-days.
Sixty-eight per cent of the more accurate category expended 
less than 5 man-days and 32 per cent expended 5 or more man-days.
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In contrast, 58 per cent of the less accurate category 
expended 5 or more man-days and 42 per cent expended less than 
5 man-days.
The chi-square value of 3.581 was not significant at the 
.05 level when liaison was associated with accuracy of planning.
Selected Extension Audiences Worked with by 
County Extension Directors as Related to Accuracy of Planning
The State Extension Audiences selected for study relate 
to the general area of program planning. Those selected for study 
were Local Citizens' Committees, County Citizens' Committees,
Other Government Bodies and Cooperative Extension Service.
Local Citizens' Committees
Forty or 60 per cent of all County Extension.Directors did 
not spend any time with local citizens' committees. The range of 
man-days expended was from 0 to 29.3 (Appendix Table IX) with an 
average of 1.4 per Director.
It was found that 65 per cent (Table VII) of the most accurate 
category expended no man-days with the audience and 35 per cent 
expended 0.2 or more man-days.
In contrast, 56 per cent of the less accurate category 
expended no man-days and 44 per cent expended 0.2 or more man-days.
The chi-square value of .250 was not significant at the .05 
level when local citizens' committees were associated with accuracy 
of planning.
TABLE VII
A COMPARISON OF SELECTED EXTENSION AUDIENCES WORKED WITH BY COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTORS
AND DEGREE OF ACCURACY OF PLANNING
Accuracy of Planning
Selected Audiences
More Less 
Accurate Accurate Total o
■ N = 31 N = 36 N = 67 X P
Citizens1 Committees (Local)
- Percentage of N -
No man-■days expended 65 56 60 .250 N.S.
0.2 or more man-days 35 44 40
Citizens1 Committees (County)
No man-days expended 42 47 45 .037 N.S.
0.1 or more man-days 58 53 55
Other Government Bodies
Less than 4.5 man-days 42 64 54 2.418 N.S.
4.5 or more man-days 58 36 46
Cooperative Extension Service
No man-days expended 68 69 69 .012 N.S.
0.1 or more man-days 32 31 31
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County Citizens1 Committees
Thirty or 45 per cent of all County Extension Directors 
did not spend any time with county citizens' committees. The range 
of man-days expended was from 0 to 24.8 (Appendix Table X) with an 
average of 2 per Director.
It was found that 58 per cent (Table VII) of the more accurate 
category expended 0.1 or more man-days and 42 per cent expended no 
man-days.
In contrast, 53 per cent of the less accurate category had 
expended 0.1 or more man-days and 47 per cent had expended no 
man-days.
The chi-square value of .037 was not significant at the .05 
level when county citizens' committees were associated with accuracy 
of planning.
Other Government Bodies
Only 11 or 16 per cent (Appendix Table XI) expended no time 
with other government bodies. The range of man-days expended was 
from 0 to 33.7 with an average of 5.5 per Director.
It was found that 54 per cent (Table VII) of the County 
Directors expended less than 4.5 man-days and 46 per cent expended 
4.5 or more.
Fifty-eight of the more accurate category expended 4.5 or 
more man-days.
In contrast, 64 per cent of the less accurate category 
expended less than 4.5 man-days.
The chi-square value of 2.418 was not significant when other 
government bodies was associated with accuracy of planning.
Cooperative Extension Service
Forty-six or 69 per cent (Appendix Table XII) of all County 
Extension Directors spent no time with this audience. The range of 
man-days expended was from 0 to 19.7 with an average of 1 day per 
Director.
It was found that the distribution was uniform between the 
two categories with about 68 per cent (Table VII) of each category 
expending no man-days and 31 per cent expending 0.1 or more man-days.
The chi-square value of .012 was not significant at the .05 
level when Cooperative Extension Service was associated with accuracy 
of planning.
Part III
This section of the study relates to the attitude toward 
projected program emphasis of all Florida Cooperative Extension 
staff, except administration and supervision, who were employed 
July 1, 1969 and who remained employed through June 30, 1970.
The projected program emphasis was determined by administration 
using Extension Service - United States Department of Agriculture 
guidelines. These guidelines were based on the publication, "A People 
and A Spirit," with a total projected increase in staff of 195 per cent 
of the 1966 staff level. This increase varied with specific areas 
as follows: agriculture 27.5 per cent; low income agriculture 100
per cent; social and economic development 154 per cent and quality 
of living 110 per cent. These percentage projections were made using 
the National Elements and State Program Areas.
The 1974-75 projection was placed on a mail questionnaire 
along with information on the planned man-days for 1969-70; expended 
man-days for 1969-70 and a percentage increase projected from 1969-70 
to 1974-75.
Each staff member was asked to express his or her attitude 
by checking one of three columns on the proposed projected program 
emphasis for each item in the National Elements and State Program 
Areas. These columns were: too much time, about the right amount
of time and not enough time.
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The three hundred and three (303) questionnaires were mailed 
to the county 3nd state staff as determined from lists of personnel. 
There were 83 questionnaires mailed to state and/or area staff with 
82 returned. The one questionnaire not returned was by a staff 
member on leave for graduate study in another state. The other 220 
questionnaires were mailed to county personnel and of this number 212 
were completed and returned. Four (4) of the county staff had 
retired and four (4) had resigned and were not available to participate 
in the study. Therefore, the 294 returned questionnaires were 
considered 100 per cent of those mailed and to be the Florida 
Cooperative Extension staff for this part of the study.
The returned questionnaires were from 82 state and/or area 
staff with 14 women and 68 men. There were 77 questionnaires from 
women county staff members and 135 from men for a total of 212 
from county staff members.
Table VIII shows frequency and percentage of opinions of all 
Florida Cooperative Extension staff toward projected Extension 
emphasis using the National Elements.
It was interesting to note that 86 respondents or 29.3 
per cent felt that not enough time was being projected for farm income 
and 93 respondents or 31.6 per cent felt the same about marketing, 
distribution and utilization.
In the area of 4-H and youth development, 100 respondents or 
34 per cent felt that not enough time was projected to be spent in 
this area for 1974-75.
TABLE VIII
FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF OPINIONS OF ALL FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION STAFF
TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS 
USING NATIONAL ELEMENTS
Attitude Toward Projected Program
National Element
Too Much 
Time
About Right 
Amount of Time
Emphasis
Not Enough 
Time
Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution
(Number) (Per cent)__(Number) (Per cent)______ (Number) (Per cent)
Farm Income 13
Soil and Water Conservation 64
Marketing, Distribution 22
and Utilization
International Programs 206
Nutrition (Human) 29
Pesticide Safety, 52
Emergency Preparedness
4-H and Youth Development 30
Family Living 37
Community Development 56
4.4
21.7
7.5
70.0 
9.9
17.7
10.2
12.6
19.0
195
185
179
77
202
209
164
201
207
66.3
63.0 
60.9
26.2
68.7
71.1
55.8
68.4
70.4
86
45
93
11
63
33
100
56
31
29.3
15.3
31.6
3.8
21.4 
11.2
34.0
19.0
10.6
TABLE VIII (Continued)
Attitude Tov7ard Projected Program Emphasis
National Element
Too Much 
Time
About Right 
Amount of Time
Not Enough 
Time
Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution
(Number) (Per cent) (Number) (Per cent) (Number) (Per cent)
Recreation, Wildlife 
and Natural Beauty
140 47.6 12 7 43.2 27 9.2
Forestry Production 
and Marketing
84 25.6 195 66.3 15 5.1
Environmental Improvement 59 20.1 174 59.2 61 20.7
Extension Leadership, 
Organization and Support
24 8.2 169 57.5 101 34.3
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It was also very interesting to note that 101 or 34.3 per cent 
of the respondents felt that not enough time was projected for 
Extension leadership, organization and support. The author feels 
this was a very significant point since this item for 1969-70 accounted 
for 31.48 per cent of all man-days expended.
There were several items where the respondents felt that too 
much time was projected for the 1974-75 emphasis. These included:
206 respondents or 70 per cent felt too much time was projected for 
International programs; 140 respondents or 47.6 per cent felt too 
much time was projected for recreation, wildlife and natural beauty 
and 84 respondents or 28.6 per cent felt too much time was projected 
for forestry production and marketing. In the areas of soil and water 
conservation and environmental improvement there were approximately 
20 per cent of the respondents who felt that too much time was 
projected. Several of these attitudes were rather surprising in 
view of the national interest and priority on pollution control and 
improvement of the environment.
Table IX, frequency and percentage of opinions of all 
Florida Cooperative Extension staff toward projected Extension 
program emphasis using State Program Areas, was included because it 
reflects a more specific method of expressing the respondents attitude.
In the program area of field crops, 144 respondents or 49 
per cent felt that not enough time was projected. Also closely 
related was the area of pasture and forage crops where 100 respondents 
or 34 per cent felt not enough time was projected for 1974-75.
TABLE IX
FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF OPINIONS OF ALL FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION STAFF
TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS 
USING STATE PROGRAM AREAS
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis
Too Much About Right Not Enough
State Program Area Time Amount of Time Time
Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution
_____________________________ (Number) (Per cent)____ (Number) (Per cent)____ (Number) (Per cent)
Beef 20 6.8 212 72.1 62 21.1
Dairy 10 3.4 208 70.7 76 25.9
Horses 113 38.4 160 54.4 21 7.2
Poultry 16 5.4 223 75.9 55 18.7
Swine 34 11.6 210 71.4 50 17.0
Apiculture 24 8.2 250 85.0 20 6.8
Fruit Crops 19 6.5 221 75.2 54 18.3
Field Crops 2 .7 148 50.3 144 49.0
Pasture and Forage Crops 6 2.0 188 64.0 100 34.0
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TABLE IX (Continued)
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis
State Program Area
Too Much 
Time
About Right 
Amount of Time
Not Enough 
Time
Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution
(Number) (Per cent)__(Number) (Per cent)_______(Number) (Per cent)
Ornamentals
Vegetable Crops
Forestry, Recreation 
and Wildlife
33
5
147
Community Resource Development 95 
(Agricultural Economics)
Family Stability 
Consumer Competence 
Family Housing 
Family Health
60
45
56
44
Community Resource Development 72 
(Home Economics)
11.2
1.7
50.0
32.3
20.4 
15.3
19.0
15.0
24.5
181
167
122
172
177
170
196
202
194
61.6
56.8
41.5
58.5
60.2
57.8
66.7
68.7 
66.0
80
122
25
27
57
79
42
48
28
27.2 
41.5
8.5
9.2
19.4
26.9
14.3
16.3
9.5
Expanded Nutrition Program 95 32.3 163 55.4 36 12.3
TABLE IX (Continued)
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis
Too Much About Right Not Enough
State Program Area Time Amount of Time Time
Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution
(Number) (Per cent) (Number) (Per cent) (Number) (Per ces
Youth 26 8.8 179 60.9 89 30.3
Marketing 34 11.6 210 71.4 50 17.0
Engineering (Agriculture) 44 15.0 221 75.2 29 9.8
Entomology 19 6.5 234 79.6 41 13.9
Farm Management 18 6.1 199 67.7 77 26.2
Pathology 24 8.2 222 75.5 48 16.3
Soils 7 2.4 20 A 69.4 83 28.2
Veterinary Science 15 5.1 220 74.8 59 20.1
General 47 16.0 219 74.5. 28 9.5
Food Science 64 21.8 195 66.3 35 11.9
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The author feels that the emergence of the Southern Corn Blight 
problem this year was responsible for this attitude.
Several other program areas where the respondents felt not 
enough time was projected include: ornamentals with 27.2 per cent;
vegetables with 41.5 per cent; youth with 30.3 per cent; dairy with 
25.9 per cent; consumer competence with 26.9 per cent; farm management 
with 26.2 per cent and soils with 28.2 per cent.
At the present time there is a major effort to increase and 
improve the beef industry in the state. However, only 62 respondents 
or 21.1 per cent felt that not enough time was projected in this area.
In the program area of forestry, recreation and wildlife,
147 respondents or 50 per cent felt that too much time was projected.
In the area of horses, 113 respondents or 38.4 per cent felt 
that too much time was projected.
The author was surprised to find that 95 respondents or 32.3 
per cent felt that too much time was projected for the state program 
area of expanded nutrition. This program area is expanding rapidly 
in the state and has a high national priority.
These tables provide a background for the remainder of the 
attitude study.
Personal Characteristics of the Florida Cooperative 
Extension Staff as Related to Attitude 
Toward Projected Extension Program Emphasis 
Using the National Elements
The personal characteristics that were studied include: 
sex, age, background, degree, institution awarding last degree and 
undergraduate major.
Sex
The respondents were divided into two groups according to sex 
It was noted that 69 per cent (Table X) of the respondents were 
male and 31 per cent were female.
It was found that 80 per cent of the individuals who felt 
that too much time was projected were male and 20 per cent were 
female. In contrast, 56 per cent of the not enough time category 
were male and 44 per cent were female. The chi-square value of 
11.035 indicated sex was a significant factor when associated with 
attitude toward projected Extension program emphasis at the .01 level
Age
Respondents were divided into three age categories: 40 years
or less, 41 to 50, and 51 and older. The first two categories were 
almost equal with 38 and 39 (Table X) per cent respectively. There 
were 23 per cent 51 years old or older. The average age of 
respondents in this study was 42.65 years.
TABLE X
A COMPARISON OF SELECTED PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION STAFF
AND DEGREE OF ATTITUDE TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS USING THE
NATIONAL ELEMENTS
Selected
Characteristics
Attitude
Too 
Much 
Time 
N = 103
Toward Projected Program
Right Not 
Amount Enough 
of Time Time 
N = 123 N = 68
Emphasis
Total 
N = 294 X2 P
- Percentage of N -
Sex
Male 80 68 56 69 11.035 .01
Female 20 32 44 31
Age
40 years or less 38 46 27 38 9.506 .05
41 - 50 years 44 34 41 39
51 years and over 18 20 32 23
Background
Farm 71 68 75 71 .953 N.S.
Non-farm 29 32 25 29
Degree
Bachelor's 36 45 50 43 4.312 • N.S.
Master's 50 41 41 44
Doctor's 14 14 9 13
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TABLE X (Continued)
Selected
Characteristics
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis
Too Right Not 
Much Amount Enough 
Time of Time Time Total 
N = 103 N = 123 N = 68 N = 294 X2 P
- Percentage of N -
Institution
University of Florida 56 42 35 45 13.558 .01
Other Florida Universities 6 16 22 14 .
Other Universities 38 42 43 41
Undergraduate Major
Agricultural Related 58 54 38 51 9.866 .05
Home Economics Related 21 27 43 29
Other 21 19 19 20
It was found that 44 per cent of the respondents who felt 
too much time was projected were 41 to 50 years of age. Those 
40 years or less were next with 38 per cent in the too much time 
category and 18 per cent for the 51 years and older. In contrast, 
27 per cent of the not enough time category were 40 years or less. 
The trend in the 51 years and older category increased consistently 
from 18 per cent in the too much time to 20 per cent in the right 
amount of time to 32 per cent in the not enough time category. The 
chi-square value of 9.506 indicated that age was a significant 
factor when associated with attitude toward projected program 
emphasis at the .05 level.
Background
The respondents were divided into two groups according to 
background with 71 per cent (Table X) indicating a farm background 
and 29 per cent with a non-farm background.
It was found that both categories were fairly uniformly 
distributed with 71 per cent with farm background and 29 per cent 
with non-farm background expressing opinions in each of the three 
attitude categories. The chi-square value of .953 indicated that 
background was not a significant factor associated with attitude 
toward projected program emphasis.
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Degree
The Florida Cooperative Extension staff were divided into 
three categories according to highest degree held. It was found 
that 44 per cent (Table X) held a Master's Degree, 43 per cent a 
Bachelor's Degree and only 13 per cent a Doctor's Degree.
Fifty per cent of the too much time category held Master's 
Degrees and 14 per cent held a Doctor's Degree. In contrast, only 
9 per cent of the not enough time held a Doctor's Degree while 
50 per cent held the Bachelor's Degree. The chi-square value of 
4.312 was not significant at the .05 level when degree was 
associated with attitude toward projected program emphasis.
Institution
The respondents were divided into three categories according 
to the institution awarding their last degree. The categories were 
University of Florida (Table X) with 45 per cent, other Florida 
universities with 14 per cent and other universities with 41 per cent.
It was found that 56 per cent of the too much time category 
were graduates of University of Florida; 6 per cent from other 
Florida universities and 38 per cent from other universities. In 
contrast, 22 per cent of the not enough time category were graduates 
of other Florida universities, 35 per cent from University of Florida 
and 43 per cent from other universities.
From this data it would appear that University of Florida 
graduates had an attitude of too much time as contrasted with the
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other categories, other Florida universities and other universities, 
whose attitude was high in the not enough time category.
The chi-square value of 13.558 was significant at the .01 
level when institution awarding last degree was associated with 
attitude toward projected program emphasis.
Undergraduate Major
The staff were divided into three categories according to 
undergraduate major with 51 per cent (Table X) having an agricultural 
related major, 29 per cent with home economics related and 20 per cent 
with other undergraduate majors.
It was found that 58 per cent of the too much time category 
had agricultural related major and 21 per cent for each of the other 
major categories.
In the right amount of time category, 54 per cent had 
agricultural related, 27 per cent had home economics related and 
19 per cent had other related majors.
In contrast, 43 per cent of the not enough time category had 
home economics related majors, 38 per cent had agricultural related 
and 19 per cent had other undergraduate majors. The chi-square 
value of 9.866 was significant at the .05 level when undergraduate 
major was associated with attitude toward projected program emphasis.
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Occupational Characteristics of the Florida Cooperative 
Extension Staff as Related to 
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis 
Using the National Elements
Several occupational characteristics that were studied 
include: position, tenure, rank and salary.
Position
The Florida Cooperative Extension staff was divided into 
seven groups according to their present position. It was found that 
23 per cent (Table XI) of the respondents were County Extension 
Directors; 22 per cent were State and/or Area Staff; 20 per cent 
were County Extension Agents; 14 per cent were County Extension 
Home Economics Agents, Program Leaders; 12 per cent were County 
Extension Home Economics Agents; 5 per cent were Department Chairmen 
and 4 per cent were County Extension Agents, Multi-County.
In this analysis, the percentage was fairly evenly 
distributed for each position in the three attitude categories with 
the exception of the County Extension Director and County Extension 
Home Economics Agent.
Thirty-one per cent of the too much time category were 
County Extension Directors and 6 per cent of this category were 
County Extension Home Economics Agents. In contrast, 16 per cent 
of the not enough time category are County Extension Home Economics 
Agents and 22 per cent are County Extension Directors. The chi-square
TABLE XI
A COMPARISON OF SELECTED OCCUPATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
STAFF AND DEGREE OF ATTITUDE TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS USING
NATIONAL ELEMENTS
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis
Selected Too Right Not
Much Amount Enough
Characteristics Time of Time Time Total o
N = 103 N = 123 N = 68 N = 294 x2 P
- Percentage of N -
Position
County Extension Director 31 16 22 23 14.665 N.S.
County Extension Agent 18 22 18 20
County Extension Agent 5 3 6 4
Multi-County
County Extension Home 12 15 13 14
Economics Agent
Program Leader
County Extension Home 6 15 16 12
Economics Agent
State and/or Area 24 22 21 22
Specialist
Department Chairman 4 7 4 5
Tenure
5 years or less 24 35 29 30 6.299 N.S.
6 - 1 7  years 45 46 42 45
18 years and over 31 19 29 25
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TABLE XI (Continued)
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis
Selected Too
Much
Right
Amount
Not
Enough
Characteristics Time of Time Time Total
N = 103 N = 123 N = 68 N = 294 X2 P
- Percentage of N -
Rank
I 11 18 15 15 11.075 N.S.
II 36 48 37 41
III 41 22 35 32
IV 12 12 13 12
Salary-
Under $9,000 3 7 10 6 15.457 N.S.
$9,000 - $11,999 25 41 29 33
$12,000 - $14,999 36 26 33 31
$15,000 - $17,999 22 11 16 16
$18,000 and over 14 15 12 14
122
value of 14.665 was not significant at the .05 level when position 
was associated with attitude toward projected program emphasis.
Tenure
The respondents were divided into three categories according 
to the length of time employed by the Florida Cooperative Extension 
Service. These categories, with percentage of respondents, were 
5 years or less 30 per cent (Table XI), 6 to 17 years 45 per cent and 
18 years or over 25 per cent. It was found that the average length 
of employment was 11.8 years.
Those staff members employed 5 years or less were 24 per cent 
of the too much time category, 35 per cent of the right amount of 
time category and 29 per cent of the not enough time category.
Those employed 6 to 17 years were evenly distributed in the 
three attitude categories.
In contrast, those employed 18 years and over made up 
31 per cent of the too much time, 19 per cent of the right amount of 
time and 29 per cent of the not enough time category. The chi-square 
value of 6.299 was not significant at the .05 level when tenure was 
associated with attitude toward projected program emphasis.
Rank
The respondents were divided into four groups according to 
present rank held. It was found that 15 per cent (Table XI) held
Rank I; 41 per cent held Rank II; 32 per cent held Rank III and 
12 per cent held Rank IV.
In the analysis, it was found that Rank IV was evenly 
distributed in the attitude categories.
Forty-one per cent of the too much time category held 
Rank III, 36 per cent held Rank II and 11 per cent held Rank I.
In contrast, 22 per cent of the right amount of time category 
held Rank III, 48 per cent held Rank II and 18 per cent held Rank I.
Fifteen per cent of the not enough time category held Rank I, 
37 per cent held Rank II, 35 per cent held Rank III and 13 per cent 
held Rank IV.
The chi-square value of 11.075 was not significant at the .05 
level when rank was associated with attitude toward projected program 
emphasis.
Salary
The respondents were divided into five salary categories.
It was found that 6 per cent (Table XI) received under $9,000;
33 per cent received $9,000 - $11,999; 31 per cent received 
$12,000 - $14,999; 16 per cent received $15,000 - $17,999 and 
14 per cent received $18,000 or over.
Thirty-six per cent of the too much time category received 
$12,000 - $14,999; 25 per cent received $9,000 - $11,999; 22 per cent 
received $15,000 - $17,999; 14 per cent received $18,000 or over 
and 3 per cent received under $9,000.
125
Forty-one per cent of the right amount of time category 
received $9,000 - $11,999; 26 per cent received $12,000 - $14,999;
15 per cent received $18,000 or over; 11 per cent received 
$15,000 - $17,999 and 7 per cent received under $9,000.
In the not enough time category, it was found that 33 per cent 
received $12,000 - $14,999; 29 per cent received $9,000 - $11,999;
16 per cent received $15,000 - $17,999; 12 per cent received $18,000 
or over and 10 per cent received under $9,000.
The chi-square value of 15.457 was not significant at the 
.05 level when salary was associated with attitude toward projected 
program emphasis.
Other Factors and Characteristics of the Florida 
Cooperative Extension Staff as Related to 
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis 
Using the National Elements
Several other characteristics and factors that were studied 
include graduate major, population of the county and extension 
district worked in by the county staff.
Graduate Major
The Florida Cooperative Extension staff was divided into 
four categories according to graduate major. It was noted that 
167 or 56.8 per cent of the respondents hold some graduate degree.
The categories used were agricultural related, home economics related, 
vocational agriculture and/or extension education and other.
It was found that 58 per cent (Table XII) of the respondents 
had agricultural related graduate majors; 8 per cent had home 
economics related majors; 27 per cent had vocational agriculture 
and/or extension education and 7 per cent had other related majors.
In the too much time projected category, 61 per cent had 
agricultural related graduate majors; 5 per cent had home economics 
related, 31 per cent had vocational agriculture and/or extension 
education and 3 per cent had other related majors.
In contrast, in not enough time category, 38 per cent 
had agricultural related graduate majors, 29 had vocational 
agriculture and/or extension education related, 18 per cent had 
home economics related and 15 per cent had other graduate majors.
The chi-square value of 12.674 was significant at the .05 
level when graduate major was associated with attitude toward 
projected program emphasis.
Population of County
The respondents of the study were grouped into two categories 
according to population of the county where the county staff worked. 
The categories were under 50,000 and 50,000 and over.
Fifty-six per cent (Table XIII) of the county staff worked in 
counties with 50,000 or more population while 44 per cent worked in 
counties with less than 50,000.
In the too much time category, 53 per cent were from counties 
of 50,000 or over and 47 per cent were from counties of under 50,000.
TABLE XII
A COMPARISON OF GRADUATE MAJOR OF FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION STAFF AND DEGREE OF
ATTITUDE TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS USING NATIONAL ELEMENTS
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis
Graduate Major Too Right Not
Much Amount Enough
Time of Time Time Total o
N = 65 N = 68 N = 34 N = 167 . x2 P
- Percentage of N -
Maj or
Agricultural Related 61 64 38 58 12.674 .05
Home Economics Related 5 7 18 8
Vocational Agriculture 31 22 29 27
and/or
Extension Education
Other 3 7 15 7
TABLE XIII
A COMPARISON OF POPULATION OF COUNTY WORKED IN BY FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION STAFF AND
DEGREE OF ATTITUDE TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS USING. NATIONAL ELEMENTS
Attitude Toward Proiected Program Emphasis
Population Too Right Not
Much Amount Enough
of County Time of Time Time Total o
N = 75 N = 88 N = 49 N = 212 x2 P
- Percentage of N -
Population
Under 50,000 47 43 41 44 .441 N.S.
50,000 and over 53 57 59 56
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The distribution in the other two attitude categories were almost 
the same as the too much time category. The chi-square value of 
.441 was not significant at the .05 level when population of county 
worked in by county staff was associated with attitude of projected 
program emphasis.
Extension District
The county staff members were divided into four groups 
according to Extension Districts.
It was found that 21 per cent (Table XIV) of the respondents 
were from District I; 24 per cent from District II; 27 per cent
from District III and 28 per cent from District IV.
Thirty-four per cent of the too much category were from
District III; 24 per cent were from District IV and 20 per cent
were from District I.
In contrast, 45 per cent of the not enough time category 
were from District IV, 24 per cent from District III and only 8 
per cent from District I.
It was noted that District II was evenly distributed between 
the three attitude categories. The chi-square value of 17.2001 was 
significant at the .01 level when Extension District was associated 
with attitude toward projected program emphasis.
TABLE XIV
A COMPARISON OF EXTENSION DISTRICT OF FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION STAFF AND DEGREE OF
ATTITUDE TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS USING NATIONAL ELEMENTS
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis
Extension
Districts
Too 
Much 
Time 
N = 74
Right 
Amount 
of Time 
N = 87
Not
Enough 
Time 
N = 51
Total 
N = 212
2
yr p
- Percentage of N -
District
I 20 30 8 21 17.201 .01
II 22 26 23 24
III 34 23 24 27
IV 22 21 45 28
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Selected Personal Characteristics of the Florida 
Cooperative Extension Staff as Related to 
Attitude Toward Projected Extension Program Emphasis 
Using the State Program Areas
Each staff member was asked to express his or her opinion on 
the projected program emphasis using the State Program Areas. This 
is a unique method in Florida for planning and reporting Extension 
activities.
The personal characteristics that were studied, were the 
same as previously reported using the National Elements. These 
include: sex, age, background, degree, institution and undergraduate
major.
In this section, particular attention was paid to those 
items that differed significantly from the data previously reported.
Sex
In the too much time category, 84 per cent were male and 
16 per cent were female.
In contrast, in the not enough time category, 37 per cent
(Table XV) were female and 63 per cent were male.
It would appear that from this data the women staff tended to
feel more time should be projected in various areas and the men felt 
that too much time was being projected.
The chi-square value of 9.270 was significant at the .01
level when sex was associated with attitude toward projected program 
emphasis.
TABLE XV
A COMPARISON OF SELECTED PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION STAFF
AND DEGREE OF ATTITUDE TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS USING
STATE PROGRAM AREAS
Selected
Characteristics
Attitude
Too 
Much 
Time 
N = 68
Toward Projected Program
Right Not 
Amount Enough 
of Time Time 
N = 143 N = 83
Emphasis
Total 
N = 294 x2 P
- Percentage of N -
Sex
Male 84 66 63 69 9.270 .01
Female 16 34 37 31
Age
40 years or less 44 41 29 38 6.263 N.S.
41 - 50 years 35 40 41 39
51 years and over 21 19 30 23
Background
Farm 74 69 72 71 .689 N.S.
Non-farm 26 31 28 29
Degree
Bachelor's 26 46 51 43 20.059 ' .01
Master 1s 48 44 43 45
Doctor's 26 10 6 12
132
TABLE XV (Continued)
Selected
Characteristics
Attitude
Too 
Much 
Time 
N = 68
Toward Projected Program
Right Not 
Amount Enough 
of Time Time 
N = 143 N = 83
Emphasis
Total 
N = 294 x 2 P
- Percentage of N -
Institution
University of Florida 52 45 41 45 5.785 N.S.
Other Florida Universities 7 13 20 14
Other Universities 41 42 39 41
Undergraduate Major
Agricultural Related 62 55 37 51 15.327 .01
Home Economics Related 16 31 35 29
Other 22 14 28 20
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Age
In the too much time category, 44 per cent (Table XV) were 
40 years or less, 35 per cent were 41 to 50 years and 21 per cent
were 51 years or over. This same relationship of age groups
existed in the right amount of time category.
In contrast, in the not enough time category, 41 per cent 
of the group were 41 to 50 years; 30 per cent were 51 years or 
over and 29 per cent were 40 years or less.
The chi-square value of 6.263 was not significant at the
.05 level when age was associated with attitude toward projected 
program emphasis.
Background
The farm and non-farm distribution was fairly evenly divided 
in the three attitude categories with about 71 per cent (Table XV) 
with farm background and 29 per cent with non-farm background in 
each category.
The chi-square value of .689 was not significant at the .05 
level when background was associated with attitude toward projected 
program emphasis.
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Degree
It was found that considerable variation existed when the 
degree held was associated with attitude.
In the too much time category, 48 per cent (Table XV) held 
the Master's Degree, 26 per cent held the Bachelor's Degree and 
26 per cent held a Doctor's Degree.
In contrast, these percentages consistently shifted until in 
the not enough time category, 51 per cent held Bachelor's, 43 per cent 
held Master's and only 6 per cent held a Doctor's Degree.
From this data it would appear that respondents with the 
Bachelor's Degree generally felt not enough time was projected while 
those with a Doctor's Degree generally felt that too much time was 
projected with the respondents holding Master's Degrees being fairly 
evenly divided in the three attitude categories.
The chi-square value of 20.059 was significant at the .01 
level when degree was associated with attitude toward projected 
program emphasis.
Institution
In the too much time category, 52 per cent (Table XV) attended 
the University of Florida, 41 per cent other universities and only 
7 per cent attended other Florida universities.
In contrast, in the not enough time category, 41 per cent 
attended the University of Florida, 39 per cent other universities
and 20 per cent other Florida Universities. The greatest variation 
between attitude categories occurred in the respondents attending 
other Florida Universities.
The chi-square value of 5.785 was not significant at the .05 
level when institution awarding last degree were associated with 
attitude toward projected program emphasis.
Undergraduate Ma jor
It was found that 62 per cent (Table XV) of the too much time 
category were agricultural related, 22 per cent other and 16 per cent 
home economics related.
In contrast, 37 per cent of the not enough time category 
were agricultural related, 35 per cent were home economics related 
and 28 per cent had other related undergraduate majors.
The chi-square value of 15.327 was significant at the .01 
level when undergraduate major was associated with attitude toward 
projected program emphasis.
Graduate Major
A total of 167 or 57 per cent of the respondents held some 
graduate degree.
In the too much time category, 71 per cent (Table XVI) had 
agricultural related degrees, 25 per cent other majors and only 
4 per cent had a home economics related graduate major.
TABLE XVI
A COMPARISON OF GRADUATE MAJOR OF FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION STAFF AND DEGREE OF
ATTITUDE TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS USING STATE ..PROGRAM AREAS
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis
Graduate Too Right Not
Much Amount Enough
Major Time of Time Time Total
N = 49 N = 77 N = 41 N = 167
- Percentage of N -
Ma j or
Agricultural Related 71 57 42 58
Home Economics Related 4 9 12 8
Others 25 34 46 34
X
8.456 N.S.
In contrast, in the not enough time category, 46 per cent 
had other majors, 42 per cent had agricultural related majors and 
12 per cent had home economics related graduate majors.
The chi-square value of 8.456 was not significant at the .05 
level when graduate major was associated with attitude toward 
projected program emphasis.
Selected Occupational Characteristics of the Florida 
Cooperative Extension Staff as Related to 
Attitudes Toward Projected Program Emphasis 
Using the State Program Areas
Position
It was found in the too much time category, 44 per cent 
(Table XVII) were State and/or Area Specialists; 19 per cent were 
County Extension Directors; 12 per cent were County Extension Agents 
10 per cent were Department Chairmen; 7 per cent County Extension 
Home Economics Program Leaders; and 4 per cent each were County 
Extension Agent Multi-County and County Extension Home Economics 
Agents.
Every position category varied considerably between the too 
much time and the not enough time categories except the County 
Extension Agent Multi-County. It was found that in the not enough 
time category, 27 per cent were County Extension Agents, 23 per cent 
County Extension Directors, 14 per cent each County Home Economics 
Agent Program Leader, County Extension Home Economics Agent and
TABLE XVII
A COMPARISON OF SELECTED OCCUPATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
STAFF AND DEGREE OF ATTITUDE TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS USING
STATE PROGRAM AREAS
Selected
Characteristics
Attitude
Too 
Much 
Time 
N = 68
Toward Projected Program Emphasis
Right Not 
Amount Enough 
of Time Time Total 
N = 143 N = 83 N = 294 x2 P
- Percentage of N -
Position
County Extension Director 19 24 23 22 31.745 .01
County Extension Agent 12 20 27 20
County Extension Agent 4 5 4 4
Multi-County
County Extension Home 7 16 14 14
Economics Agent
Program Leader
County Extension Home 4 14 14 12
Economics Agent
State and/or Area 44 17 14 23
Specialist
Department Chairman 10 4 4 5
Tenure
•
5 years or less 31 31 27 30 4.537 N.S.
6 - 1 7  years 44 48 40 45
18 years and over 25 21 33 25
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TABLE XVII (Continued)
Selected
Characteristics
Attitude
Too 
Much 
Time 
N = 68
Toward Projected Program Emphasis
Right Not 
Amount Enough 
of Time Time Total 
N = 143 N = 83 N = 294 x2 P
- Percentage of N -
Rank
I 12 13 19 15 10.983 N.S.
II 31 45 42 41
III 35 32 29 32
IV 22 10 10 12
Salary
Under $9,000 3 6 10 6 15.604 .05
$9,000 - $11,999 25 36 36 33
$12,000 - $14,999 26 31 34 31
$15,000 - $17,999 21 15 13 16
$18,000 and over 25 12 7 14
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State and/or Area Specialist and only 4 per cent were Department 
Chairmen and County Extension Agents Multi-County.
The chi-square value of 31.745 was significant at the .01 
level when position was associated with attitude toward projected 
program emphasis.
Tenure
It was found that the three tenure categories, 5 years or less; 
6 to 17 years, and 18 years or over, were uniformly distributed in 
the three attitude categories with an average of 45 per cent 
(Table XVII) 6 to 17 year group, 30 per cent 5 years or less and 
25 per cent 18 years or over in each attitude category.
The chi-square value of 4.537 was not significant at the .05 
level when tenure was associated with attitude toward projected 
program emphasis.
Rank
It was found that the four ranks were fairly uniformly 
distributed in the three attitude categories except Rank IV.
In the too much time category, 22 per cent (Table XVII) held 
Rank IV. In contrast, in the not enough time category only 12 per cent 
held a Rank IV.
The chi-square value of 10.983 was not significant at the 
.05 level when rank was associated with attitude toward projected 
program emphasis.
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Salary
It was found that 54 per cent (Table XVII) of the too much 
time category received $14,999 or less and that 46 per cent received 
$15,000 or over.
In contrast, in the not enough time category it was noted 
that only 20 per cent received $15,000 or over and 80 per cent 
received $14,999 or less.
It is evident that the higher paid staff felt that in general 
too much time was projected and that the lower paid staff felt that 
not enough time was projected.
The chi-square value of 15.604 was significant at the .05 
level when salary was associated with attitude toward projected 
program emphasis.
Extension District
In the too much time category, it was found that 44 per cent 
(Table XVIII) were in District III, 28 per cent in District IV,
16 per cent in District II and only 12 per cent in District I.
In each district category percentage of respondents tended to 
increase to the not enough time category except District III where 
the trend was reversed.
In the not enough time category, 32 per cent were from 
District IV; 26 per cent from District II; 22 per cent from
District III and 19 per cent from District I.
TABLE XVIII
A COMPARISON OF EXTENSION DISTRICT OF FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION STAFF AND DEGREE OF
ATTITUDE TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS USING STATE PROGRAM AREAS. .
Attitude Toward Projected Program Emphasis
Too Right Not
Much Amount Enough
Time of Time Time Total
N = 32 ______N = 112_____ N = 68______N = 212__________XT_________P
- Percentage of N -
District
I 12 25 19 21 8.139 N.S.
II 16 25 26 24
III 44 25 22 27
IV 28 25 32 28
Extension
Districts
143
The chi-square value of 8.139 was not significant at the 
.05 level when Extension District was associated with attitude toward 
projected program emphasis.
Population of County
It was found that size of the county where the County 
Extension Staff worked had no effect upon their attitude toward 
projected program emphasis.
The chi-square value of .132 (Table XIX) was not significant 
at the .05 level when population of the county was associated with 
attitude toward projected program emphasis.
TABLE XIX
A COMPARISON OF POPULATION OF COUNTY WORKED IN BY FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION STAFF AND
DEGREE OF ATTITUDE TOWARD PROJECTED EXTENSION PROGRAM EMPHASIS USING STATE PROGRAM AREAS
Population 
of County
Attitude
Too 
Much 
Time 
N = 33
Toward Projected Program
Right Not 
Amount Enough 
of Time Time 
N = 111 N = 68
Emphasis
Total 
N = 212 X2 P
- Percentage of N -
Population
Under 50,000 42 45 43 44 .132 N.S.
50,000 and over 58 55 57 56
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
The primary concern of this study dealt with program
emphasis how the personnel of the Florida Cooperative Extension
Service planned and expended their planned time and adjustments 
that were considered as needed to provide the type of educational 
programs required in the future.
Specific objectives of the study were:
1. To determine the relationship of program emphasis as 
indicated in the plan of work and actual emphasis of planned expended 
time as determined from activity reports for the total Florida 
Cooperative Extension program.
2. To determine the relationship of time planned to be spent 
in various activities to the actual way in which planned time was 
spent. This relationship was analyzed to see if there was a 
relationship between accuracy of planning and the way the County 
Extension Director works with planning type activities, with advisory 
type organizations and selected personal characteristics of the 
County Extension Director.
3. To determine what the Florida Cooperative Extension 
administration feels the projected program emphasis should be in 
five years.
4. To determine the attitude of Florida Cooperative 
Extension Service personnel in regard to future program emphasis.
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5. To determine the relationship of attitudes of Florida 
Cooperative Extension Service personnel toward projected program 
emphasis using selected personal and occupational characteristics.
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
The findings of this study were summarized on the basis of 
the objectives.
Objective Number One
The relationship of program emphasis as indicated in the plan 
of work and actual emphasis as determined from activity reports for 
the total Florida Cooperative Extension program were as follows:
1. The variation between planned and expended planned time 
on most items varied widely in the National Elements, State Program 
Areas, State Extension Subjects, State Extension Purposes and Audience 
Types. The major elements and subjects for which small variation 
occurred follow.
2. In the National Element, Improving Farm Income, a very 
low variation existed between planned and expended planned time.
3. The National Elements relating to home economics had 
relatively low variations between planned and expended planned time.
4. The animal husbandry related State Program Areas had 
relatively low variations between planned and expended planned time.
5. The State Program Areas of Swine and Community Resource 
Development (Agricultural Economics) had very low or almost no 
variation between planned and expended planned time.
6. State Extension Subjects Beef, Nutrition, Clothing and 
Textiles, and Public Facilities had low variations between planned 
and expended planned time.
7. State Extension Purpose Production Efficiency had a 
very low variation between planned and expended planned time.
8. In the Audience Type Producer (Agricultural) more 
man-days were planned and expended than with other audience types.
Ob jeetive Number Two
The relationship of accuracy of planning and the time the 
County Extension Director speirt in planning type activities, with 
advisory type organizations and selected personal characteristics of 
the County Extension Director was analyzed.
1. Personal characteristics of the County Extension 
Directors were not determining factors in the accuracy of County 
Extension planning.
2. The population of the county worked in by the County 
Extension Director was not a significant factor in the accuracy 
of County Extension planning.
3. Attitude toward projected Extension program emphases
of all County Extension personnel was not significant when associated 
with accuracy of County Extension planning.
4. Selected Extension Subjects related to program planning 
were not significant when associated with accuracy of County Extension 
planning.
5. Selected Extension Audience Types related to program 
planning were not significant when associated with accuracy of 
County Extension planning.
Ob jective Number Three
Projected Extension program emphasis, as determined by the 
Florida Cooperative Extension administration, was based on a national 
suggested guideline with a 195 per cent increase of staff, based on 
the number employed in 1966. This projected program emphasis by 
areas was made using the National Elements and the State Program 
Areas and varied from an increase of 27.5 per cent in agriculture,
100 per cent in low income agriculture, 110 per cent in quality of 
living to a 154 per cent increase in social and economic development.
Ob jec tive Number Four
Attitude of Florida Cooperative Extension Service personnel 
in regard to projected program emphasis was as follows:
1. Using the National Elements to determine attitude toward 
projected program emphasis, 43 per cent of the Florida Cooperative 
Extension staff felt that about the right amount of time was 
projected, 35 per cent felt too much time was projected and 
22 per cent felt that not enough time was projected.
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2. Using the State Program Areas to determine attitude 
toward projected program emphasis, 52 per cent of the Florida 
Cooperative Extension staff felt that about the right amount of 
time was projected, 32 per cent felt that not enough time was 
projected and only 16 per cent felt that too much time was projected.
Objective Number Five
The following personal and occupational characteristics of 
the Florida Cooperative Extension Service personnel were significant 
when associated with attitude toward projected program emphasis:
1. Sex was a significant factor when associated with attitude 
toward projected program emphasis using the National Elements, with 
the male members feeling in general too much time was projected
and the female members in general feeling that not enough time was 
projected.
2. Age was a significant factor when associated with attitude 
toward projected program emphasis using the National Elements, with 
the younger staff members in general feeling too much time was 
projected and the older staff members feeling not enough time was 
projected.
3. Institution awarding last degree was a significant factor 
when associated with attitude toward projected program emphasis 
using National Elements, with University of Florida graduates feeling 
too much time was projected and graduates from other Florida 
universities and other universities feeling not enough time was 
projected.
4. Undergraduate major was a significant factor when 
associated with attitude toward projected program emphasis using 
National Elements, with the agricultural related majors feeling 
too much time was projected and the home economics related majors 
feeling that not enough time was projected.
5. Graduate major was a significant factor when associated 
with attitude toward projected program emphasis using National 
Elements, with agricultural related majors feeling too much time 
was projected and the home economics related majors feeling that 
not enough time was projected.
6. Extension District was a significant factor when 
associated with attitude toward projected program emphasis using 
National Elements, with Extension District I and III feeling too 
much time was projected and Extension District IV feeling that 
not enough time was projected.
7. Degree was a significant factor when associated with 
attitude tox^ ard projected program emphasis using State Program Areas, 
with respondents with Doctor's Degrees feeling too much time was 
projected and those with Bachelor's Degrees feeling not enough time 
was projected.
8. Position was a significant factor when associated with 
attitude using the State Program Areas, with Department Chairmen and 
State and/or Area Specialists feeling too much time was projected 
and with Home Economics Agents and County Extension Agents feeling 
not enough time was projected.
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9. Salary was a significant factor when associated with 
attitude using State Program Areas with those receiving $15,000 
and above feeling too much time was projected and those receiving 
$14,999 or less feeling not enough time was projected.
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
The conclusions and implications are based on the interpretation 
of the data presented in this study and are presented according to the 
objectives set forth in the study.
Objective Number One
With few exceptions, there was a wide variation between 
planned and expended planned time in all items in the National 
Elements, State Program Areas, State Extension Subjects, State 
Extension Purposes and Audience Types.
However, the total average percentage variation between 
planned and expended planned time for each of the above categories 
was only about 8 per cent. This was a relatively small total 
variation.
In the agricultural areas, the staff tended to over plan.
In contrast, in the community development, recreation, leadership, 
youth and general areas, the staff tended to under plan. Also in 
some "fringe or support areas" such as entomology, engineering, 
ornamentals, pathology and farm management, the staff tended to under 
plan.
The author feels these data indicate that those staff 
members trained in technical agriculture were production-oriented 
and lacked an understanding or knowledge of the importance of 
involving lay leaders in planning and implementing programs. These 
individuals usually have a basic philosophy that the primary function 
of Extension relates to increased income through improved production 
and marketing of farm products.
The program planning process is a difficult process and 
many technically trained staff members feel they can plan programs 
quicker and better individually than through the involvement of 
lay committees.
The data indicates that the County Extension Directors 
actually spent a relatively small amount of time in planning 
activities and with advisory or planning type organizations with 
a substantial number spending no time in these areas.
In the areas of home economics, animal husbandry and 
community resource development (agricultural economics), it appears 
that more meaningful and realistic planning is taking place as 
indicated by the very small variation between planned and expended 
planned time.
The author feels the reason for this small variation was the 
amount of time spent in planning by staff members. All county 
home economics staff members spend an average of about 10 days 
per year in small area training and planning meetings. In the area 
of swine, which was an important commodity in North and West Florida,
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an area swine committee composed of several County Extension 
Directors, spend several days each year planning a detailed swine 
program. Finally, the staff involved in community resource 
development spends more time and involve more lay leaders in 
planning and implementing their program than in any other area 
in the Florida Cooperative Extension Service.
It was noted these areas with small variations, with the 
exception of swine, were not considered production-oriented.
To reduce the variation between planned and expended planned 
time, each planning unit should consider an in-depth study of 
State Extension Management Information System print-outs in each 
area planned, as well as more involvement of lay advisory committees, 
to make more realistic plans of work.
Extension administration and supervision should consider 
ways to insure a more uniform interpretation of planning and 
reporting time in specific categories.
Objective Number Two
This section of the study was concerned with accuracy of 
planning or the variation between how the staff of a county planning 
unit planned to spend its time and how it actually did spend its 
time.
155
The two fundamental concepts involved relate to making 
good decisions (analysis of data, establishing priority of 
problems, etc.) and involving people (legitimation and establishing 
educational purposes) in the program planning process.
The theory of involving lay leaders through advisory or 
planning committees in order to assist the professional Extension 
worker in developing meaningful plans has long been an accepted 
principle in the Cooperative Extension Service.
In analyzing the accuracy of county planning, the personal 
characteristics of the County Extension Director, selected planning 
type activities, and advisory type organizations worked with by 
the County Extension Director, were not determining factors. None 
of these variables studied had any effect on accuracy of planning.
The implications of this study for the Florida Cooperative 
Extension Service are that not enough County Extension Directors 
spent enough time in program planning and with advisory or planning 
organizations to determine the significance of time spent in this 
way with accuracy of county planning.
A substantial number of County Extension Directors spent 
no time in program planning activities or with advisory organizations.
It could also be implied from the study that County Extension 
Directors do not know and understand how to effectively work with 
advisory or planning committees.
To improve accuracy of planning, county planning staffs 
should utilize the State Extension Management Information System 
retrievals to make planning more realistic.
The Florida Cooperative Extension .administration and 
supervision should consider some in-depth program work with several 
county planning units to determine their structure and processes 
in order to learn how to improve Extension program planning.
The author feels that since all County Extension Directors 
studied were men with degrees and experience in technical agriculture,
many or most may lack a complete understanding of the planning
process, including working with advisory committees and translating 
committee actions into plans of work and reporting time expended 
appropriately.
The author feels that the attitude of all Extension personnel 
as it relates to the use of advisory committees was extremely 
important in determining planned and expended planned time in 
various program areas.
There appears to be a definite need for further research to 
improve planning and specifically to determine if there exists a 
relationship between accuracy of planning and the quality of a 
County Extension program.
Objective Number Three
Substantial differences were identified in current and 
projected usage of Extension resources. To accomplish the projected
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program emphasis, the Florida Cooperative Extension Service will 
require shifting of some job responsibilities, re-training of 
selected staff members, employment of new staff members in areas 
of high priority and a much higher level of state and federal funding.
Objective Number Four
There exists a rather wide variation among the staff in 
regard to their attitude toward projected Extension program emphasis.
In general, there was a strong sentiment for more time to 
be projected for farm income and traditional agriculture and an 
almost equally strong sentiment against soma of the new program areas.
In order to gain support to implement the projected Extension 
programs it appears desirable and necessary to effect a change of 
attitude, value and motivation of many cf the staff members.
The Florida Cooperative Extension Service should consider 
in-service training to accomplish change of attitude of staff 
members toward projected program emphasis.
Every effort should be made to keep the lines of communication 
open between Extension administration and all other Extension 
personnel in order to most effectively accomplish these changes.
The projected program should be analyzed in-depth to insure that 
it meets the needs of Extension's clientele, attempting to take a strong 
look at the content of the program itself. There is' apparently divided 
opinion among the staff on program direction and content.
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Objective Number Five
The characteristics of the Florida Cooperative Extension 
staff that were significant when associated with attitude toward 
projected program emphasis were sex, age, salary, degree, undergraduate 
major, graduate major, position, institution awarding last degree and 
Extension District.
The data indicate that the male staff members who, in 
general, had agricultural related graduate and undergraduate majors 
and attended the University of Florida, felt that too much time was 
projected in the various areas. Staff members with Doctor's Degrees 
and those receiving higher salaries, who were mostly men, also felt 
that too much time was projected. In general, these were the staff 
members with strong sentiments for more time projected for farm 
income and traditional agriculture and against new program areas.
The female staff members, with different graduate and 
undergraduate majors and usually attending other institutions, 
felt in general, that not enough time was projected. These staff 
members in general, supported new program emphasis.
From this data, it was implied that men were trained in 
technical agricultural subject areas and do not think Extension 
should be expanding its effort in social areas.
The Florida Cooperative Extension administration might 
consider adjusting course requirements for agricultural degrees
to include more social science training. This could also be 
accomplished with in-service training.
Another implication of the study would be to employ more 
staff members with broader degree programs, emphasizing the relation­
ship of human problems to technology (behavioral and educational 
sciences).
Many of the younger staff members felt that too much time, 
was projected as compared to older staff members. Many of the new 
staff members tend to have specialized training for specific technical 
areas and lack training or experience to realize the. importance of 
social development as emphasized in projected programs.
County Extension staff members located in Extension Districts I 
and III felt that too much time was projected and those in District IV 
felt not enough time was projected. It is significant to note that 
District I and III are composed of more rural, conservative and 
production-oriented population and staff, whereas District IV has 
several large metropolitan areas where agriculture is big business 
and many other agencies are involved in social programs.
The Florida Cooperative Extension administration might 
consider more in-service training, annual conferences and formal 
training to effect a change of attitude toward projected program 
emphasis.
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APPENDIX A
2002 McCarty Hall 
University of Florida 
Gainesville, Florida 32601
September 17, 1970
TO: All Florida Cooperative Extension Personnel
SUBJECT: Research Questionnaire on Program Emphasis
In a few days you will receive a questionnaire for all professional 
staff of the Florida Cooperative Extension Service who were employed 
on or prior to July 1, 1969, and remained employed through 
June 30, 1970.
The research material is for Howard Smith who will be using this 
information in his dissertation relating to present and projected 
program emphasis. This information will be helpful for us in planning 
Extension programs.
We are asking the County Extension Director to distribute the 
questionnaire to the person whose name appears on Howard's letter.
When they are completed, please collect them and return in the 
self-addressed, stamped envelope provided.
State and area personnel are asked to complete the questionnaire and 
return in individual envelopes.
We would urge your cooperation and assistance in this matter.
Sincerely,
/s/ Joe N. Busby
Joe N. Busby 
Dean
JNB:jc
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APPENDIX B
2002 McCarty Hall 
University of Florida 
Gainesville, Florida 32601
September 23, 1970 
TO: All Florida Cooperative Extension Personnel
Dear Fellow Extension Workers:
A few days ago you received a letter from Dean Busby notifying you 
of a study of present and projected program emphasis.
I am conducting this research as part of my graduate program at LSU 
and will greatly appreciate your help. It will take about twenty 
minutes to complete the questionnaire. I would like to get the 
completed questionnaire back as soon as possible, by October 7, 1970.
I am trying to determine your attitude or opinion on the 1974-75 
projected program emphasis. When you check items 11 through 52, 
please consider the total Florida Cooperative Extension Service.
These state projections are based on the publication, A People and A 
Spirit, with approximately 195 per cent increase in personnel from 
1966. If finances are available and these projections are followed, 
these are the man-days that will be devoted to each item.
When you have completed the questionnaire, please return it to me with 
the others from your county. State and area personnel will please 
return the questionnaire in individual envelopes.
Information on individual questionnaires will be considered 
confidential.
Thank you for your cooperation in making this study possible.
Sincerely yours,
/s/ W. H. Smith
W. H. Smith 
District Agent
WHS:jc
Please remove this letter before returning to me.
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APPENDIX C
2002 McCarty Hall 
University of Florida 
Gainesville, Florida 32601
October 26, 1970
A few weeks ago, I mailed you a copy of a questionnaire that I am 
using t:o collect information for my dissertation.
I know that you have been very busy with your programs. However, 
it is extremely important that I get all the questionnaires back 
for the study.
It will be very helpful and greatly appreciated if you will please 
take a few minutes to complete and return the questionnaire.
I am trying to get all the questionnaires in by Friday, October 30.
Thank you for your help.
Sincerely yours,
/s/ W. H. Smith
W. H. Smith 
District Agent
WHS:hah
APPENDIX D
Questionnaire No.
How long have you been employed by the Florida Cooperative
Extension Service? (to nearest year) __________  years
Have you ever been employed by the Extension Service in another 
state? (check one)
a. _________ (Yes)
b . _________ (No)
/if yes/, what state or states and for how long?
State(s) ______________________________________
How long? __________ years
What position do you presently hold with the Florida Cooperative 
Extension Service? (check one)
a.   County Extension Director
b. _________ County Extension Agent
c. _________ County Extension Agent (Multi-County)
d. _________ County Extension Home Economics Agent
(Program Leader)
e. _________ County Extension Home Economics Agent
f. _________ State and/or Area Specialist
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5. What undergraduate degree do you hold?
a. ________  B.S. c. _ _ _ _ _  A.B.
b. ________  B.S.A. d. . Other
6. What was your undergraduate major? ____
7. Do you hold a graduate degree? (check one)
a. ________  Yes b. ________ No
8* /If yes/, What degree do you hold and what year was it granted?
Degree held ___________________________  Year granted ___________
Major area of study _____________________ _______________
9. What institution awarded your last degree? (check one)
a. ________  University of Florida
b. ________  Florida State University
c. ________  Other (specify) ___________________________________
10. /For County Personnel Only/
Within what Extension District are you located? (check only one)
a. _______  I b. _______  II c. _______ III d. _______ IV
Instructions for questions 11 through 23:
Please indicate your attitude as to the number of man-days that the 
Florida Cooperative Extension Service personnel should devote to each 
of the following National Elements. Check one of the spaces indicating 
whether you think the projected 1974-75 time is too much, about right 
or not enough for each program area. Please keep in mind the 1974-75 
projection is based on approximately 195 per cent or almost double 
the number of personnel in 1966.
NATIONAL ELEMENTS Planned
1969-70
Expended
1969-70
Projected
1974-75
Percentage 
Increase 
in Man-days 
1969-75
Too
Much
Time
About
Right
Amount
Not
Enough
11. Farm Income 19,506 23,349 27,994 20
12. Soil and Water Conservation 347 312 1,037 229
13. Marketing, Distribution 
and Utilization 1,832 2,155 4,147 92
14. International Programs 59 118 1,555 1,218
15. Nutrition (Human) 5,832 5,873 17,107 191
16. Pesticide Safety, Emergency 
Preparedness 384 453 1,555 242
17. 4-H and Youth Development 10,940 14,788 34,214 131
18. Family Living 9,084 10,142 21,254 110
19. Community Development 2,190 3,381 11,405 237
20. Recreation, Wildlife 
and Natural Beauty 249 179 2,592 1,348
21. Forestry Production 
and Marketing 256 312 1,037 232
Planned
1969-70
Expended
1969-70
Projected
1974-75
Percentage 
Increase 
in Man-days 
1969-75
Too
Much
Time
About
Right
Amount
Not
Enough
22. Environmental Improvement 185 331 3,370 918
23. Extension Leadership,
Organization and Support 22,985 38,600 49,258 28
Total Man-days 73,849 99,999 176,525 77 XX XX XX
Instructions for questions 24 through 52:
Please indicate your attitude as to the number of man-days that the Florida Cooperative Extension 
Service personnel should devote to each of the following State Program Areas. Check one of the 
spaces indicating whether you think the projected 1974-75 time is too much, about right amount of 
time or not enough time for each program area. Please keep in mind the 1974-75 projection is 
based on approximately 195 per cent or almost double the number of personnel in 1966.
STATE PROGRAM AREAS ^Planned
1969-70
Expended
1969-70
Projected
1974-75
Percentage 
Increase 
in Man-days 
1969-75
Too
Much
Time
About
Right
Amount
Not
Enough
24. Beef 3,356 3,988 5,500 38
25. Dairy 2,039 1,998 2,200 10
26. Horses 548 765 1,200 57
27. Poultry 1,166 1,489 1,700 14
28. Swine 1,313 1,631 2,100 29
29. Apiculture 249 312 325 4
30. Fruit Crops 2,910 4,004 5,800 45
31. Field Crops 2,456 2,547 2,600 2
32. Pasture and Forage Crops 922 1,008 1,200 19
33. Ornamentals 4,506 6,666 8,000 20
34. Vegetable Crops 3,048 2,909 3,300 13
35. Forestry, Recreation 
and Wildlife 593 927 3,000 223
36. Community Resource Development 
(Agricultural Economics) 2,612 3,375 8,300 145
STATE PROGRAM AREAS *Planned
1969-70
Expended
1969-70
Projected
1974-75
Percentage 
Increase 
in Man-days 
1969-75
Too
Much
Time
About
Right
Amount
Not
Enough
37. Family Stability 1,621 1,410 2,300 63
38. Consumer Competence 3,803 4,589 8,100 77
39. Family Housing 2,197 2,260 4,100 81
40. Family Health 2,612 2,228 4,100 84
41. Community Resource 
Development (Home Economics) 1,722 2,150 4,100 91
42. Expanded Nutrition Program 4,487 5,105 16,000 213
43. **Youth Work 6,499 10,155 20,000 97
44. **Marketing 823 1,105 2,200 99
45. **Engineering (Agricultural) 709 1,443 3,200 122
46. **Entomology 348 674 1,100 63
47. **Farm Management 419 887 1,400 57
48. **Pathology (Plant') 440 775 1,200 55
49. **Soils 579 774 1,000 29
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STATE PROGRAM AREAS ^Planned
1969-70
Expended
1969-70
Projected
1974-75
Percentage 
Increase 
in Man-days 
1969-75
Too
Much
Time
About
Right
Amount
Not
Enough
50, **Veterinary Science 288 377 500 33
51. ***General - Any that will 
not fit above 21,380 34,130 61,000 79
52. Food Science 204 320 1,000 212
Total Man-days 73,849 100,001 176,525 77 XX XX XX
*Only 76 per cent of total available time was planned. Both planned time and expended time are 
based on an eight-hour day.
**Some of the work done in these program areas is reported under non-asterisk program areas.
***includes all in-service training, leave, holidays, recruiting, budgeting, professional 
improvement, overall program development, supervision and any other time that cannot be 
placed in another program area.
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53. What is your age? (at last birthday) _ _ _ _ _ _  years
54. What is your sex? (check one)
a. ________ Male b. ________ Female
55. How v/ould you classify your childhood (1 - 18) background in 
regards to place of residence? (check one)
a. ________ Farm (reared on a farm)
b. ________ Non-farm (not reared on a farm)
56. What academic rank do you presently hold? (check one)
a. ________ Rank I
b. ________ Rank II
c . ________ Rank III
d. ________ Rank IV
57. What is your present total salary? (Do Not include travel) 
(check one)
a. Under $9,000___________
b. $9,000 to $11,999 __________
c. $12,000 to $14,999__________
d. $15,000 to $17,999 __________
e. $18,000 and over __________
THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE.
APPENDIX E
APPENDIX TABLE I
A COMPARISON AND ANALYSIS OF PLANNED AND EXPENDED PLANNED TIME FOR 
FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 1969-70 BY STATE EXTENSION SUBJECT
*Total *Expended Difference
Man-days Planned in Percentage
Code State Extension Subject Planned Man-days_____Man-days Variation
50 All Food 146 226 +80 54.8
100 Animals 528 421 -107 20.2
110 Beef 2,897 2,714 -183 6.3
120 Dairy 1,889 1,645 -264 14.0
130 Horses 584 604 +20 3.4
140 Poultry 1,084 1,039 -45 4.2
150 Sheep 15 2 -13 86.7
160 Swine 1,302 1,314 +12 0.9
170 Other Animals 6 8 +2 33.0
171 Apiary 207 266 +59 28.5
200 Crops 899 689 -210 23.3
210 Field Crops 1,020 871 -149 14.6
APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
*Total *Expended Difference
Man-days Planned in Percentage
Code State Extension Subject Planned Man-days Man-days Variation
211 Grain Crops 152 163 +11 7.2
220 Cotton 3 0 -3 100.0
230 Peanuts 58 115 +57 98.3
240 Pasture and Forage Crops 993 963 -30 3.0
250 Soybeans 75 98 +23 30.7
260 Sugar Crops 183 174 -9 4.9
270 Tobacco 255 222 -33 12.9
280 Fruit and Tree Nuts 874 505 -369 42.2
281 Citrus 1,533 1,840 +307 20.0
282 Deciduous Fruit/Nuts 245 328 +83 33.9
283 Subtropical Fruits/Nuts 141 228 +87 61.7
290 Nursery/Ornamental Crops 1,617 1,923 +306 18.9
291 Flowers 166 241 +75 45.2
292 Foliage Plants 175 280 +105 60.0
Code
293
294
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
310
400
410
411
412
APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
*Total *Expended Difference
Man-days. . Planned in
State Extension Subject Planned Man-days Man-days
Turf 339 475 +136
Nursery Stock 219 269 +50
Vegetables 2,391 1,788 -603
Tomatoes 31 89 +58
Sweet Corn 0 10 +10
Beans 0 12 +12
Watermelons 132 86 -46
Irish Potatoes 31 45 +14
Celery 8 6 -2
Other Crops 34 42 +8
Engineering Science 153 240 +87
Machinery and Equipment - General 146 164 +18
Soil Management/Land Forming 195 78 -117
Water Control System 93 88 -5
APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
*Total ^Expended Difference
Man-days Planned in Percentage
Code State Extension Subject  Planned Man-days_____Man-days_______Variation
413 Sprinkler Irrigation System 86 226 +140 162.7
414 Seepage Irrigation System 25 7 -18 72.0
415 Electric Power 50 110 +60 120.0
416 Tractor/Prime Movers 0 1 +1 100.0
417 Harvesting Equipment 6 9 +3 50.0
418 Tillage/Crop Equipment 1 0 -1 100.0
419 Pesticide Equipment 102 119 +17 16.7
420 Structures and Facilities 182 251 +69 37.9
430 Supplies - General 29 73 +44 151.7
431 Feed 18 17 -1 5.5
432 Seed 14 17 +3 21.4
433 Fertilizer 134 136 +2 1.5
434 Fuel 0 0 0 0.0
435 Chemicals 129 120 -9 7.0
APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
Code State Extension Subject
*Total
Man-days
Planned
*Expended
Planned
Man-days
Difference
in
Man-days
500 Agriculture - General 455
501 Legislation 8
510 Management Techniques 562
511 Economic Principles 35
512 Business/Enterprise Planning 56
513 Business Analysis and 256
Analysis Techniques
514 Credit 5
515 General Economic Conditions/Trends 92
520 Marketing - General 634
521 New Food Processes 48
522 Food Quality 48
523 Food Protection 38
524 New Products/Ingredients 32
303
22
567
33
254
179
4
76
640
67
50
28
19
-152
+14
+5
+2
+198
-77
-1
-16
+6
+19
+2
-10
-13
Percentage
Variation
33.4 
175.0
0.9
5.7
353.6
30.0
20.0
17.4 
10.0
40.0 
4 -2
26.3
41.0
Code
600
601
602
610
620
621
630
640
650
660
670
800
801
802
APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
*Total ^Expended Difference
Man-days Planned in
State Extension Subject____________Planned_______Man-days_____Man-days
Conservation/Utilization of 
Natural Resources
307 313 +6
Minerals 4 0 -4
Marine Resources 0 1 +1
Air 0 0 0
Fresh Fish/Wildlife 44 49 +5
Marine Seafoods 0 7 +7
Forest 309 223 -86
Land (Including Soils) 255 184 -71
Water 72 49 -23
Forest Products 29 26 -3
Recreation/Tourism 270 54 -216
Family Living 705 471 -234
Consumer Education 998 965 -33
Family Economics 519 462 -57
APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
*Total ^Expended Difference
Man-day.s... Planned . in Percentage
Code State Extension Subject Planned Man-days Man-days Variation
810 Food Buying 233 174 -59 25.3
820 Nutrition 3,957 3,955 -2 0.05
821 Donated Food 459 231 -228 50.0
822 Food Stamp Program 5 3 -2 40.0
830 Food Preparation/Service 853 849 -4 0.5
840 Food Preservation/Storage 439 395 -44 10.0
850 Clothing/Textiles 2,301 2,265 -36 1.6
860 Home Furnishing/Textiles 1,431 968 -463 32.4
861 Household Equipment 223 296 +73 32.7
870 Home Grounds 1,833 2,706 +873 47.6
871 Food Production/Gardens 115 118 +3 2.6
880 Home Management 429 248 -181 ' 42.2
890 Housing 575 404 -171 29.7
900 Human Development 1,527 1,712 +185 12.1
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APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
*Total *Expended Difference
Man-days . Planned in Percentage
Code State Extension Subject Planned_______Man-days_____Man-days_______Variation
910 Human Relationships 409 318 -91 22.2
920 Health Education 461 305 -156 33.8
930 Safety Education 387 240 -147 38.0
1000 Pests 171 477 +306 179.0
1010 Career Programs 163 107 -56 34.4
1020 Events/Activities 2,356 4,014 +1,658 70.4
1030 Citizenship 330 280 -50 15.1
1040 Emergency Preparedness 71 54 -17 24.0
1050 Science Programs 37 36 -1 2.7
1051 Climatology 10 18 +8 80.0
1060 Related Arts 58 60 +2 3.4
1200 New Organization Formation 199 180 -19 9.5
1210 Organizational Maintenance 864 1,630 +766 88.6
1220 Organizational Expansion 305 434 +129 42.3
APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
Code
1230
1240
1250
1260
1300
1310
1320
1330
1400
1410
1420
*Total *Expended Difference
Man-days . Planned in Percentage
State Extension Sub .feet  Planned
Leadership Development 2,011
Institutional Management/Operations 48
Other Study or Service 135
Public Affairs 402
Natural Resource Development 253
(Community Improvement)
Public Facilities 178
(Community Improvement)
Private Economic Development 87
(Community Improvement)
Occupational Education/Training 38
(Community Improvement)
Natural Resource Development 98
(Comprehensive Development)
Public Facilities 42
(Comprehensive Development)
Private Economic Development 12
(Comprehensive Development)
Man-dayg Man-days Variation
2,399 +388 19.3
83 +35 73.0
194 +59 43.7
667 +265 66.0
193 -60 23.7
124 -54 30.3
78 -9 10.3
62 +24 63.1
96 -2 2.0
42 0 0.0
8 -4 33.3
APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
*Total ^Expended Difference
Man-days . Planned in Percentage
Code State Extension Subject  Planned  Man-days . Man-days_______Variation
1430 Occupational Educational/Training 
(Comprehensive Development)
29 25 -4 13.8
1600 Pollution 90 169 +79 87.8
1610 Animal/Crop Wastes 24 64 +40 166.6
1620 Air Pollution 10 0 -10 1,000.0
1630 Land Pollution 0 0 0 0.0
1640 Water Pollution 8 4 -4 50.0
1650 Food/Feed Contaminants 16 7 -9 56.3
1660 Human/Domestic Wastes 0 1 + 1 100.0
1670 Industrial/Processing Wastes 10 6 -4 40.0
1680 Pesticide Residues 47 37 -10 21.2
1800 Cultural Exchanges 3 14 +11 366.6
1810 Extension - Foreign Needs 12 44 +32 266.7
1900 Mass Media 1,039 1,320 +281 27.0
1910 Personal Contacts 78 109 +31 39.7
Code
2000
2010
2020
2030
2510
2520
2530
2540
2550
2560
2570
2580
3010
3020
APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
State Extension Subject
*Total
Man-d.ays
Planned
^Expended 
Planned 
Man-days
Difference 
. in 
Man-days
Program Development 2,218
Pilot Program 38
Program Evaluation 135
Program Review/Analysis 282
Policy 1,006
(Review and Determination)
Liaison 539
Public Understanding 674
Administrative Report Preparation 2,407
Budget Management 368
Fiscal Administration 512
Personnel 684
Other Administrative Functions 1,948
Orientation - Agriculture 336
Orientation - Home Economics 127
2,758
35
213
450
836
1,191
1.035 
2,717
347
637
1.035
3,460
194
196
+540
-3
+78
+168
-170
+652
+361
+310
-21
+125
+351
■1,512
-142
+69
Code
3030
3040
3050
3060
3110
3120
3130
3140
3150
3160
3210
3220
3230
APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
State Extension Subject
*Total
Man-days
Planned
*Expended
Planned
Man-days
Difference
in
Man-days
Orientation - 4-H Youth 112
Orientation - Community Resource 7
Development
Orientation - Other Extension Areas 9
Orientation - General 57
**Inservice - Agriculture 1,149
**Inservice - Home Economics 682
**Inservice - 4-H/Youth 95
**Inservice - Community Resource 2
Development
**Inservice - Other Extension Areas 11
**Inservice - General 343
Graduate - Agriculture 215
Graduate - Home Economics 35
Graduate - 4-H/Youth 10
33
95
15
52
987
693
116
30
26
382
136
79
2
-79
+88
+6
-5
-162
+11
+21
+28
+15
+39
-79
+44
-8
APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
Code State Extension Subject
'>Total
Man-days
Planned
^Expended
Planned
Man-dpys
Difference
in
Man-days
Percentage
Variation
3240 Graduate - Community Resource 
Development
0 5 +5 500.0
3250 Graduate - Other Extension Areas 0 18 +18 1,800.0
3260 Graduate - General 6 19 +13 216.6
4000 Annual Leave 5,109 3,957 -1,152 22.5
4010 Sick Leave 276 446 +170 61.6
4020 Administrative. Leave 136 184 +48 35.2
4050 Holidays 1,700 2,470 +770 45.3
4060 Graduate Study (LWOP) 97 72 -25 25.8
4070 Study (Non-Academic) 15 10 -5 33.3
4080 Faculty Development Leave 262 184 -78 29.8
Total 73,849 79,751 +5,902 8.0***
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APPENDIX TABLE I (Continued)
Note:
- Ies3 time spent in program area than planned (over planned)
+ more time spent in program area than planned (under planned)
*Both planned time and expended time are based on an eight-hour day.
**Some of the inservice training subjects were reported under the appropriate commodity or
FOCUS subjects during Fiscal Year 1970.
***This figure merely reflects an average of the percentage cf variation of the expended to
the planned time. It does not account for, however, the wide variation, both over and
under, among the various elements.
Code
1
2
3
4
5
6
10
11
12
13
14
APPENDIX TABLE II
A COMPARISON AND ANALYSIS OF PLANNED AND EXPENDED PLANNED TIME FOR 
FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 1969-70 BY STATE EXTENSION PURPOSE
State Extension Purpose
*Total
Man-days
Planned
*Expended
Planned
Man-days
Difference
in
Man-days
External factors affecting 
animal industry
390
Livestock enterprise record keeping 786
Efficiency and quality of livestock 3,238 
and poultry production
Production efficiency 1,109
Control of parasites 659
Control of animal disease 921
External factors affecting 303
plant industry
Influence of weather on 258
crop production
Alternative production practices 2,621
Provide testing services 977
Performance and adaptability 403
crops seeds
428
407
3,545
1,110
317
890
424
286
2,140
940
445
+30
-379
+307
+1
-342
-31
+121
+28
-481
-37
+42
APPENDIX TABLE II (Continued)
Code
15
16
17
18
19
20
30
31
32
33
35
36
37
*Total
Man-days
State Extension Purpose  Planned
Plant growth and development 287
Soils 261
Nutrient needs of plants 2,147
Weeds 688
Plant diseases 1,463
Identification and control 1,325
of insects
Machinery 259
Buildings and other structures 145
Processing and handling 129
Soil moisture 253
Decisions of farm business managers 120 
Managerial and economic principles 200 
Economic evaluations 199
^Expended Difference
Planned in Percentage
Man-days____ Man-days_______ Variation
545 +258 89.9
185 -76 29.1
2,055 -92 4.3
569 -119 17.3
1,788 +325 22.2
1,166 -159 12.0
290 +31 12.0
213 +68 46.9
104 -25 19.4
308 +55 21.7
87 -33 -27.5
453 +253 126.5
204 +5 2.5
190
Code
38
39
42
43
44
50
51
52
53
54
55
APPENDIX TABLE II (Continued)
*Total ^Expended
Man-days Planned
State Extension Purpose Planned_______Man-days
Resource acquisition, 286 276
allocation and control
Competence of farm managers
Establishment and operation 
of soil projects
Establishment and operation 
of watershed projects
Establishment and operation of 
water conservation projects
Marketing efficiency of 
individual producer
Producer marketing through 
collective action
Efficiency of individual 327 278
marketing organizations
Agricultural marketing organizations 97 135
Marketing and distribution systems 220 266
Markets for agricultural products 164 124
69
159
107
79
461
26
154
40
49
421
235 285
Difference
in
Man-days
-10
-43
-5
-67
-30
-40
+50
-49
+38
+46
-40
Code
56
57
60
61
62
63
64
65
70
71
72
73
74
75
APPENDIX TABLE II (Continued)
*Total ^Expended
Man-days Planned
State Extension Putnose Planned Man-days
New and improved process 219 183
and products
Farm supply and marketing 110 22
enterprises
Relation of nutrition to health 1,304 1,100
Adequate food supply 407 468
Laws and regulations for safe food 33 12
**Relation of nutrition to health 3,704 3,573
**Adequate food supply 250 139
**Laws and regulations for safe food 129 72
Understanding of services available 275 286
Skills , 517 587
Decision making 183 101
Understanding of economic resources 423 333
**Understanding of services available 95 32
**Skills 142 50
Difference
in
Man-days
-36
-88
-204
+61
-21
-131
-111
-57
+11
+70
-82
-90
-63
-92
76
77
80
81
82
83
84
85
90
91
92
93
APPENDIX TABLE II (Continued)
State Extension Purpose
*Total
Man-days
Planned
’•Expended
Planned
Man-days
**Decision making 100
**Understanding of economic resources 89
Planning
Decision making and 
construction skills
Skills in use, care and 
maintenance
**Planning
**Decision making and 
construction skills
**Skills in use, care and 
maintenance
Personal development and
social relations
Cultural heritage
Knowledge and skills
**Personal development and 
social relations
1,103
2,016
1,053
235
671
175
289
260
157
160
46
36
1,246
1,798
1,457
121
435
122
260
208
110
88
Difference
in
Man-days
-54
-53
+143
-218
+404
-114
-236
-53
-29
-52
-47
-72
APPENDIX TABLE II (Continued)
Code
94
95 
100 
101
105
106
107
108
109
110
115
116
•'•Total
Man-days
State Extension Purpose____________Planned
**Cultural heritage 61
•••^ Knowledge and skills 55
External factors that affect home 379
**External factors that affect home 47
environment and management
Safety consciousness 214
Knowledge, skills and practices 192
Cost and availability of medical 1
care
**Safety consciousness 91
**Knowledge, skills and practices 47
**Cost and availability of medical 57
care
Knowledge and skills in science 3,220
and technology (4-H)
Personal growth and development 1,626
(4-H)
*Expended Difference
Planned in Percentage
Man-days Man-days______ Variation
22 -39 64.0
32 -23 42.0
535 -156 41.2
69 +22 47.0
142 -72 34.0
92 -100 52.0
6 +5 500.0
82 -9 9.9
22 -25 53.2
9 -48 84.2
2,636 -584 18,1
2,48? +861 53.0
Code
11?
118
119
125
126
127
130
131
132
135
136
137
140
141
APPENDIX TABLE II (Continued)
State Extension Purpose_________
Peisonal attitudes (4~H) 
Leadership development (4-H) 
Overall 4-H youth development 
Pesticide safety 
Proper use of pesticides 
Emergency preparedness 
Production technology 
Timber and forest products 
Forestry and forest conservation 
Selection and development 
Operational effectiveness 
Multi-purpose use 
Problems and needs 
Problem priorities and solution
'vTotal *Expended Difference
Man-days Planned in
Planned_______ Man-days____ Man-days
580 511 -69
2,665 2,933 +268
2,851 3,815 +964
191 107 -84
124 109 -15
74 43 -31
158 140 1 t-1 00
29 30 +1
62 58 -4
215 17 -198
16 35 +19
12 7 -5
315 476 +161
379 688 +309
Code
142
143
144
145
146
147
150
151
152
155
156
160
APPENDIX TABLE II (Continued)
State Extension Purpose
*Total
Man-days
Planned
*Expended
Planned
Man-days
Difference
in
Man-days
Program implementation 532
Develop, expand and improve 241
Jobs and labor force 97
Personnel management and labor 123
relations
Physical and cultural environment 414
Natural resources 85
Cooperating nations 54
Extension-type institutions 0
Technical and cultural exchange 3
programs
Pollution, its effects and 70
environment
Pollution control 113
Occupational and professional 3,748
competency
770
179
113
74
278
23
74
0
4
34
173
4,666
+238
-62
+16
-49
-136
-62
+20
0
+1
-36
+60
+918
APPENDIX TABLE II (Continued)
Code State Extension Purpose
*Total
Man-days
Planned
^Expended
Planned
Man-davs
Difference
in
Man-davs
Percentage
Variation
161 Over-all Extension leadership 3,467 5,111 +1,644 47.4
162 Operation and maintenance 15,797 19,311 +3,514 22.2
Total 73,849 79,751 +5,902 8.0***
Note:
- less time spent in program area than planned (over planned)
+ more time spent in program area than planned (under planned)
*Both planned time and expended time are based on an eight-hour day.
**Low Income
***This figure merely reflects an average of the percentage of variation of the expended to
the planned time. It does not account for, however, the wide variation, both over and
under, among the various elements.
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0
1
2
3
4
5
6
10
11
12
13
14
APPENDIX TABLE III
A COMPARISON AND ANALYSIS OF PLANNED AND EXPENDED PLANNED TIME FOR 
FLORIDA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 1969-70 BY EXTENSION AUDIENCE TYPE
Extension Audience Type
^Total
Man-days
Planned
^Expended
Planned
Man-days
Difference
in
Man-days
Not applicable
Associations (general)
Industrial
Marketing
Producers
Professional
Other specific associations 
not listed
10,552
170
17
26
1,397
49
174
Business (non-cooperative, general) 558
Assembler
Distributor (wholesale) 
Distributor (retail) 
Farm service and supply
13
9
51
40
9,904
309
28
66
1,085
216
235
559
25
55
190
70
-648
+139
+11
+40
-312
+167
+61
+1
+12
+46
+139
+30
Code
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
30
31
APPENDIX TABLE III (Continued)
*Total ^Expended Difference
Man-days Planned in
Extension Audience Type Planned_______Man-days_____Man-days
Food service 14 4 -10
Processor 195 143 -52
Producer (agriculture) 15,274 14,138 -1,136
Producer (other than agriculture) 267 216 -51
Transporter 5 4 -1
Cooperatives (general) 28 71 +43
Assembler 0 1 +1
Distributor (wholesale) 8 3 -5
Distributor (retail) 0 1 +1
Farm service and supply 8 7 -1
Processor 7 8 +1
Transporter 2 1 -1
Business and cooperatives 
(mixed audience)
851 505 -346
Assembler 8 1 -7
Code
32
33
34
35
36
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
APPENDIX TABLE III (Continued)
*Total ^Expended Difference
Extension Audience Type__________
Distributor (wholesale)
Distributor (retail)
Farm service and supply
Processor
Transporter
Family members
Senior citizens 
(60 years and over)
Families with pre-school children
Young married couples 
(under 30 years of age)
Extension Homemakers Club members
Handicapped
Working women
Residents in low income 
housing projects
Man-days Planned in
Planned_______Man-days_____Man-days
0 3 + 3
1 5 + 4
7 4 - 3
158 147 -11
0 1 + 1
6,287 6,046 -241
219 180 -39
154 97 -57
187 118 -69
2,358 2,374 +16
60 15 -45
191 222 +31
341 162 -179
APPENDIX TABLE III (Continued)
Code Extension Audience Type__________
48 Migrants
49 Participants in Farmers' Home 
Administration Program
50 Participants in Expanded 
Nutrition Program
51 Foreign nationals
52 Leaders (community)
53 Leaders (volunteer, adult)
54 Leaders (volunteer, junior)
55 Leaders
(volunteer, adult and junior)
56 Professionals (Extension) general
57 Administration, supervision or 
department chairmen
58 State Extension specialists
59 County Extension staff
*Total *Expended Difference
Man-days Planned in
Planned_______ Man-days____ Man-days
37 12 -25
7 12 +5
458 434 -24
69 93 +24
1,046 1,136 +90
1,017 954 -103
163 82 -81
914 603 -311
995 1,578 +583
1,258 2,110 +852
1,918 3,283 +1,365
7,072 10,420 +3,348
Percentage
Variation
67.5 
71.4
5.2
34.7
8.6
9.8
49.6
34.0
58.6
67.7
71.1 
47.3
Code
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
APPENDIX TABLE III (Continued)
Extension Audience Type
*Total
Man-days
Planned
*Expended
Planned
Man-d ays
Difference
in
Man-days
Subprofessionals - (Extension) 2,903
Expanded Nutrition Program aides
Professionals - (non-extension) 609
Professional home economists 9
Other professionals of 129
family-oriented organizations
Professionals of other agencies, 658
trades and industries
Subprofessionals - (non-extension) 131
Youth (4-H) mixed ages 4,989
Youth (4-H TV) 16
Youth/adult (4-H) 2,506
Youth (other than 4-H mixed ages) 328
Youth/adult (other) 1,281
Other adults 2,667
Business or civic organization 181
2,742
698
182
184
731
85
5,491
28
3,391
403
1,402
3,514
411
-161
+89
+173
+55
-73
-46
+502
+12
+885
-75
+181
+847
+230
Code
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
APPENDIX TABLE III (Continued)
*Total ^Expended
Man-days Planned
Extension Audience Type Planned_______Man-days
Citizens' committees (local level) 311 309
Citizens' committees (county level) 239 234
Citizens' committees 4 16
(multi-county level)
Citizens' committees (state level) 0 12
Development organization - "local" 281 227
public agencies
Development organizations - other 57 32
public agencies
Development organizations - private 68 50
agencies
Educational institutions 154 234
Federal government bodies 50 57
State government bodies 284 189
Other government bodies 821 645
Private health agencies 0 1
Difference 
. in 
Man-days
- 2
-5
+12
+12
-54
-25
-18
+80
+7
-95
-176
+1
IAPPENDIX TABLE III (Continued)
Code Extension Audience Type
*Total
Man-days
Planned
*Expended
Planned
Man-days
Difference
in
Man-days
Percentage
Variation
85 Private social service agencies 6 4 -2 33.3
86 Cooperative Extension Service 
(supporting groups including 
ECOP, Land-Grant University 
Association, 4-H Foundation, 
4-H Service Committees, State 
and County Extension Advisory 
Committees)
527 479 -48 9.1
Total 73,849 79,749 +5,900 8. 0**
Note:
- less time spent in program area than planned (over planned)
+ more time spent in program area than planned (under planned)
* Both planned time and expended time are based on an eight-hour day.
** This figure merely reflects an average of the percentage of variation of the expended to 
the planned time. It does not account for, however, the wide variation, both over and 
under, among the various elements.
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APPENDIX TABLE IV
RANK ORDER OF COUNTIES ACCORDING TO ACCURACY OF PLANNING 
OR VARIATION FROM PLANNED MAN-DAYS USING STATE EXTENSION PROGRAM 
AREAS, 1969-70
Difference 
Between Planned 
Total and Expended Percentage
Planned Planned Man-days Variation
County_______________Man-days______in Man-days___________ From Planned
Orange 2,257 350.13 15.5
Pasco 1,041 200.99 19.5
Lake 1,393 281.11 20.2
Hillsborough 3,128 677.88 21.7
Okeechobee 232 57.24 24.7
Indian River 226 58.99 26.1
Lee 571 158.50 27.8
Wakulla 449 127.01 28.3
Brevard 1,403 432.26 30.8
Osceola 442 140.26 31.7
Marion 1,408 461.74 32.8
Dade 3,474 1,206.98 34.7
Hardee 426 150.38 35.3
St. Lucie 490 180.39 36.8
Highlands 670 251.00 37.5
Alachua 2,158 847.74 39.3
Clay 628 247.48 39.4
Levy 626 246.75 39.4
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APPENDIX TABLE IV (Continued)
Difference 
Between Planned 
Total and Expended Percentage
Planned Planned Man-days Variation
County Man-days in Man-days From Planned
Flagler 217 86.62 40.0
Taylor 399 159.23 40.0
Duval 1,932 790.49 41.0
Holmes 622 255.01 41.0
Jackson 1,003 412.49 41.1
Palm Beach 2,127 879.13 41.3
Indian Reservation 467 193.73 41.5
Collier 642 276.12 43.0
Hamilton 557 240.35 43.2
Volusia 1,278 566.22 44.3
Jefferson 449 199.25 44.4
St. Johns 657 293.26 44.6
Calhoun 356 159.86 44.9
Broward 1,153 527.52 45.8
Gadsden 1,140 527.48 46.3
Sarasota 859 403.26 47.0
Sumter 841 401.88 47.8
Madison 883 423.39 47.9
Hernando 824 400.12 48.6
Okaloosa 897 438.37 48.9
Martin 608 248.14 49.0
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APPENDIX TABLE IV (Continued)
Difference 
Between Planned 
Total and Expended Percentage
Planned Planned Man-days Variation
County_______________Man-days______in Man-days___________From Planned
Manatee 1,034 508.36 49.1
Santa Rosa 705 352.76 50.0
Seminole 643 323.14 50.3
Hendry 364 187.75 51.6
Citrus 455 235.39 51.8
Gulf 158 82.88 52.5
Washington 663 348.01 52.5
Baker 430 226.13 52.6
Polk 1,752 962.38 55.0
Franklin 389 215.01 55.3
Union 177 98.88 56.0
Dixie 447 258.25 57.8
Lafayette 401 236.77 59.0
Leon 897 548.20 61.1
Columbia 911 564.74 62.0
Walton 498 311.73 62.6
Pinellas 1,039 656.25 63.2
Bay 440 286.39 65.0
Liberty 408 266.26 65.2
Nassau 316 208.96 66.1
Bradford 601 413.12 68.7
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APPENDIX TABLE
Total
Planned
Man-days
IV (Continued)
Difference 
Between Planned 
and Expended 
Planned Man-days 
in Man-days
Percentage 
Variation 
From Planned
Gilchrist 394 277.85 70.0
Escambia 1,249 892.35 71.4
Charlotte 155 142.13 91.7
Glades 194 193.13 99.6
Putnam 483 553.12 114.5
Suwannee 814 1,014.37 124.6
Desoto 231 320.99 139.0
Total 55,083 24,644.05 42.9
Note:
Those county planning units with less than 45 per cent variation 
were classed more accurate and those with a variation of 
45 per cent or more, were classed less accurate.
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APPENDIX TABLE V
RANK ORDER OF COUNTY PLANNING UNITS ACCORDING TO THE AMOUNT
OF TIME EXPENDED BY THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR IN EXTENSION SUBJECT
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT (Code 2000) ACTIVITIES
Man-days Man-days
County_______________Expended______County  Expended
Bay 0 Citrus .1
Charlotte 0 Polk .3
Clay 0 Bradford .5
Dixie 0 Suwannee .7
Escambia 0 Wakulla .8
Franklin 0 Sumter .8
Glades 0 Brevard .8
Gulf 0 Baker 1.0
Hernando 0 Osceola 1.1
Indian River 0 Leon 1.2
Jefferson 0 Collier 1.3
Lake 0 St. Lucie 1.3
Martin 0 Indian Reservation 1.5
Okeechobee 0 Hillsborough 1.6
Palm Beach 0 Marion 1.6
Pinellas 0 Lee 2.0
Putnam 0 Taylor 2.0
Sarasota 0 Washington 2.0
Volusia 0 Gilchrist 2.2
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APPENDIX TABLE
Man-days
Expended
V (Continued) 
County
Man-days
Expended
Madison 2.3 Flagler 7.6
Lafayette 2.8 Union 7.8
Broward 3.5 Nassau 9.0
Seminole 3.6 Calhoun 9.5
Highlands 4.0 Dade 9.8
Manatee 5.0 Levy 10.2
Duval 5.2 Holmes 11.2
Okaloosa 5.8 Desoto 12.6
Pasco 6.1 Santa Rosa 12.7
Columbia 6.2 Walton 17.3
Jackson 6.2 Hamilton 22.5
Liberty 6.3 Hardee 26.2
Gadsden 6.8 St. Johns 31.2
Alachua 7.2 Hendry 60.8
Orange 7.2 Total 349.4
Note:
For purpose of analysis, county planning units were divided
into two categories: less than 2.0 man-days and 2.0 man-days or more.
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APPENDIX TABLE VI
RANK ORDER OF COUNTY PLANNING UNITS ACCORDING TO THE AMOUNT
OF TIME EXPENDED BY THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR IN EXTENSION SUBJECT
PROGRAM EVALUATION (Code 2020) ACTIVITIES
Man-days Man-days
County_______________Expended______County_______________Expended
Baker 0 Holmes 0
Bay 0 Jefferson 0
Bradford 0 Lake 0
Brevard 0 Lee 0
Broward 0 Leon 0
Calhoun 0 Liberty 0
Citrus 0 Indian River 0
Clay 0 Manatee 0
Columbia 0 Marion 0
Desoto 0 Martin 0
Dixie 0 Okeechobee 0
Duval 0 Palm Beach 0
Flagler 0 Pinellas 0
Gadsden 0 Polk 0
Gulf 0 Putnam 0
Hamilton 0 Santa Rosa 0
Hendry 0 Sarasota 0
Hernando 0 St. Johns 0
Highlands 0 St. Lucie 0
Hillsborough 0 Sumter 0
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APPENDIX TABLE VI (Continued)
Man-days Man-days
County Expended County Expended
Suwannee 0 Nassau .5
Taylor 0 Lafayette .6
Union 0 Hardee .7
Volusia 0 Osceola .8
Walton 0 Collier 1.1
Washington 0 Escambia 1.1
Jackson .1 Pasco 1.8
Seminole .2 Alachua 2.2
Dade .3 Madison 2.2
Franklin .3 Orange 3.2
Wakulla .3 Okaloosa 4.5
Charlotte .5 Gilchrist 5.1
Indian Reservation .5 Glades 9.0
Levy .5 Total 35.5
Note:
For purpose of analysis, county planning units were divided
into two categories: no man-days expended and 0.1 or more man-days.
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APPENDIX TABLE VII
RANK ORDER OF COUNTY PLANNING UNITS ACCORDING TO THE AMOUNT
OF TIME EXPENDED BY THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR IN EXTENSION SUBJECT
PROGRAM REVIEW/ANALYSIS (Code 2030) ACTIVITIES
Man-days . . Man-days
County______________  Expended___  County___________ Expended
Alachua 0 Holmes 0
Baker 0 Indian Reservation 0
Bradford 0 Indian River 0
Brevard 0 Jackson 0
Charlotte 0 Lafayette 0
Citrus 0 Lake 0
Clay 0 Lee 0
Columbia 0 Levy 0
Dade 0 Madison 0
Desoto 0 Manatee 0
Dixie 0 Marion 0
Duval 0 Martin 0
Flagler 0 Okeechobee 0
Franklin 0 Osceola 0
Gulf 0 Palm Beach 0
Hamilton 0 Polk 0
Hendry 0 Santa Rosa 0
Hernando 0 Sarasota 0
Hillsborough 0 St. Lucie 0
APPENDIX TABLE VII (Continued)
Man-days Man-days
County Expended County Expended
Suwannee 0 Liberty 1.3
Taylor 0 Gilchrist 1.7
Union 0 Bay 2.1
Volusia 0 Collier 2.2
Wakulla 0 Gadsden 2.2
Walton 0 Glades 2.5
Calhoun .1 Orange 3.0
Highlands .2 Sumter 3.1
Jefferson .3 Seminole 3.5
Nassau .3 Escambia 3.7
Pinellas .3 Hardee 5.3
Putnam .5 Okaloosa 7.0
Broward .6 St. Johns 15.3
Leon .8 Washington 24.6
Pasco 1.1 Total 81.7
Note:
For purpose of analysis, county planning units were divided 
into two categories: no man-days expended and 0.1 or more man-days.
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APPENDIX TABLE VIII
RANK ORDER OF COUNTY PLANNING UNITS ACCORDING TO THE AMOUNT
OF TIME EXPENDED BY THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR IN EXTENSION SUBJECT
LIAISON (Code 2520) ACTIVITIES
Man-days Man-days
County_______________Expended_____ County ____ _________Expended
Alachua 0 Hernando .2
Baker 0 Holmes .2
Broward 0 Calhoun .3
Clay 0 Liberty .3
Flagler 0 Hillsborough .5
Franklin 0 Collier .6
Gilchrist 0 Pinellas .8
Hamilton 0 Pasco 2.0
Hendry 0 Gulf 2.7
Indian Reservation 0 Santa Rosa 3.0
Indian River 0 Lee 3.2
Lake 0 Wakulla 3.5
Manatee 0 Orange 3.6
Martin 0 Taylor 3.8
Okeechobee 0 Charlotte 4.5
Osceola 0 Hardee 4.7
St. Johns 0 Escambia 5.0
Suwannee 0 Okaloosa 5.3
Volusia 0 Columbia 5.6
Washington 0 Gadsden 6.6
216
APPENDIX TABLE VIII (Continued)
Man-days Man-days
County Expended County Expended
Polk 7.0 Marion 19.7
Nassau 8.2 Jackson 20.8
Union 8.7 Sarasota 21.6
St. Lucie 9.1 Glades 23.6
Madison 9.3 Dade 28.8
Brevard 10.1 Putnam 31.0
Lafayette 10.3 Dixie 36.5
Seminole 11.5 Sumter 37.1
Bradford 11.8 Leon 38.0
Duval 13.0 Desoto 42.7
Levy 13.3 Citrus 44.1
Highlands 16.6 Walton 45.8
Jefferson 17.2 Bay 73.3
Palm Beach 18.0 Total 683.5
Note:
For purpose of analysis, county planning units were divided
into two categories: less than 5.0 man-days and 5.0 or more man-days.
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APPENDIX TABLE IX
RANK ORDER OF COUNTY PLANNING UNITS ACCORDING TO THE AMOUNT OF 
TIME EXPENDED BY THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR WITH EXTENSION AUDIENCE 
LOCAL CITIZENS' COMMITTEES (Code 73)
Man-days Man-days
County_______________Expended______County ___________Expended
Alachua 0 Holmes 0
Bay 0 Lake 0
Bradford 0 Lee 0
Brevard 0 Leon 0
Broward 0 Liberty 0
Calhoun 0 Manatee 0
Charlotte 0 Marion 0
Clay 0 Martin 0
Dade 0 Okeechobee 0
Desoto 0 Pasco 0
Dixie 0 Pinellas 0
Duval 0 Sarasota 0
Escambia 0 Seminole 0
Flagler 0 St. Johns 0
Franklin 0 Sumter 0
Gadsden 0 Suwannee 0
Glades 0 Taylor 0
Hardee 0 Volusia 0
Highlands 0 Wakulla 0
Hillsborough 0 Walton 0
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APPENDIX TABLE IX (Continued)
Man-days Man-days
County Expended County Expended
Gilchrist .2 Hendry .8
Hernando .2 Washington 1.0
Indian River .2 Baker 1.2
Madison .2 Indian Reservation 1.2
Polk .3 Osceola 1.3
Putnam .3 Orange 1.8
Jackson .5 Santa Rosa 2.8
Nassau .5 Citrus 4.1
Lafayette .7 Levy 4.5
Okaloosa .7 Gulf 6.1
Palm Beach .7 Jefferson 12.1
St. Lucie .7 Hamilton 18.7
Union .7 Columbia 29.3
Collier .8 Total 91.6
Note:
For purpose of analysis, county planning units were divided
into two categories: no man-days expended and.0.2 or more man-days.
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APPENDIX TABLE X
RANK ORDER OF COUNTY PLANNING UNITS ACCORDING TO THE AMOUNT OF 
TIME EXPENDED BY THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR WITH EXTENSION AUDIENCE 
COUNTY CITIZENS' COMMITTEES (Code 74)
Man-days .. Man-days
County_______________Expended______County  Expended
Bradford 0 Okeechobee 0
Brevard 0 Osceola 0
Broward 0 Palm Beach 0
Calhoun 0 Pinellas 0
Charlotte 0 Sarasota 0
Clay 0 St. Johns 0
Dade 0 St. Lucie 0
Desoto 0 Seminole 0
Dixie 0 Suwannee 0
Duval 0 Taylor 0
Glades 0 Holmes .1
Gulf 0 Hardee .2
Hendry 0 Highlands .2
Hillsborough 0 Lake .2
Jefferson 0 Orange .2
Liberty 0 Pasco .2
Manatee 0 Putnam .2
Martin 0 Gilchrist .3
Nassau 0 Indian River .3
Okaloosa 0 Jackson .3
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APPENDIX TABLE X (Continued)
. Man-days . . Man-days
C o u n t y  Expended County Expended
Gadsden .5 Lee 2.8
Hernando .5 Hamilton 3.2
Marion .5 Flagler 3.6
Sumter .5 Union 5.2
Franklin .6 Volusia 5.6
Leon .8 Columbia 5.7
Polk .8 Levy 6.1
Baker 1.0 Washington 6.3
Madison 1.2 Wakulla 6.5
Citrus 1.3 Escambia 13.2
Collier 1.5 Santa Rosa 15.0
Lafayette 1.7 Walton 16.6
Indian Reservation 2.0 Alachua 24.8
Bay 2.6 Total 132.6
Note:
For purpose of analysis, county planning units were divided
into two categories: no man-days expended and 0.1 or more man-days.
221
APPENDIX TABLE XI
RANK ORDER OF COUNTY PLANNING UNITS ACCORDING TO TIME
EXPENDED BY THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR WITH EXTENSION AUDIENCE
OTHER GOVERNMENT BODIES (Code 83)
Man-days Man-days
County_______________Expended______County  Expended
Bay 0 Marion .8
Charlotte 0 Holmes 1.0
Dixie 0 Gilchrist 1.1
Glades 0 Hernando 1.6
Indian Reservation 0 Citrus 1.7
Indian River 0 Clay 1.7
Jefferson 0 Highlands 1.8
Manatee 0 Washington 2.0
Martin 0 Hamilton 2.1
Pinellas 0 Suwannee 2.1
St. Johns 0 Calhoun 2.8
Bradford . 1 Madison 3.1
Desoto .1 Gulf 3.3
Lafayette .2 Hendry 3.5
Union .2 Columbia 3.6
Collier .3 Sumter 3.7
Volusia .5 Gadsden 4.5
Baker .6 Santa Rosa 4.7
Broward .6 Escambia 5.0
Okeechobee .7 Liberty 5.0
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APPENDIX TABLE XI (Continued)
Man-days Man-days
County Expended County  Expended
Hardee 5.3 Alachua 10.6
Osceola 5.3 Okaloosa 10.6
Pasco 5.3 Brevard 11.0
Putnam 6.5 Polk 11.3
Sarasota 6.5 Jackson 11.7
Seminole 6.5 Orange 12.2
Wakulla 7.2 Leon 13.3
St. Lucie 7.5 Palm Beach 13.3
Nassau 8.3 Flagler 13.8
Lake 8.5 Walton 16.8
Levy 9.3 Duval 17.2
Lee 9.6 Dade 29.5
Taylor 9.6 Hillsborough 33.7
Franklin 10.5 Total 369.3
Note:
For purpose of analysis, county planning units were divided
into two categories: less than 4.5 man-days and 4.5 or more man-days.
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APPENDIX TABLE XII
RANK ORDER OF COUNTY PLANNING UNITS ACCORDING TO TIME
EXPENDED BY THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR WITH EXTENSION SUBJECT
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE (Code 86)
Man-days . Man-days
County_______________Expended______ County   Expended
Alachua 0 Highlands 0
Baker 0 Hillsborough 0
Bradford 0 Indian River 0
Brevard 0 Jackson 0
Broward 0 Jefferson 0
Calhoun 0 Lake 0
Citrus 0 Lee 0
Clay 0 Liberty 0
Collier 0 Madison 0
Columbia 0 Manatee 0
Desoto 0 Marion 0
Dixie 0 Martin 0
Duval 0 Nassau 0
Flagler 0 Orange 0
Gilchrist 0 Osceola 0
Glades 0 Pinellas 0
Gulf 0 Polk 0
Hamilton 0 Putnam 0
Hendry 0 Santa Rosa 0
Hernando 0 St. Johns 0
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APPENDIX TABLE XII (Continued)
Man-days
County Expended
Sumter 0
Suwannee 0
Taylor 0
Union 0
Volusia 0
Washington 0
Seminole .1
Leon .2
St. Lucie .2
Dade .3
Indian Reservation .3
Lafayette .3
Okeechobee .3
Palm Beach .5
. . Man-days 
County Expended
Hardee 1.1
Okaloosa 1.2
Wakulla 1.2
Holmes 2.0
Walton 2.1
Sarasota 2.5
Gadsden 2.7
Franklin 3.5
Pasco 4.0
Charlotte 4.2
Bay 10.0
Escambia 11.7
Levy 19.7
Total 68.1
Note:
For purpose of analysis, county planning units were divided
into two categories: no man-days expended and 0.1 or more man-days
expended.
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